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As more police agencies rely on Body Worn Cameras (BWCs) worldwide, the following 
study aims to guide policing and legal proceedings through an examination of perceptions 
of guilt and trustworthiness of an officer on trial for excessive force, where BWC footage 
is presented as evidence. More specifically, the presence or absence of expert testimony 
on BWC limitations, and the degree of unverifiable details present in the officer’s 
testimony (i.e., unverifiable by BWC footage), were manipulated across various study 
conditions through mock trial transcripts. Although primary analyses were non-
significant, supplementary analyses suggest that expert testimony may result in lower 
guilty verdicts when BWC evidence is presented for officers on trial. Additionally, 
positive perceptions of police legitimacy and legal authoritarianism were associated with 
lower ratings of officer guilt and higher ratings of trustworthiness. This thesis provides a 
steppingstone for future research on the implications of BWCs and its use in legal 
proceedings.  
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Body-Worn Camera Footage in the Courtroom: An Examination of the Effects of 
BWC Expert Testimony on Perceptions of Police Officer Trustworthiness and Guilt 
On July 27, 2013, Constable James Forcillo, along with several other Toronto 
Police officers, responded to a 911 operator call involving a young male, later identified 
as Sammy Yatim. Yatim was armed with a switchblade knife advancing on, and 
threatening passengers of a Toronto streetcar. By the time police arrived, Yatim was 
alone on the bus and still armed. After several demands to disarm, Forcillo fired three 
rounds on Yatim, followed by another 6 rounds, and a Taser shock (Perkel, 2018). 
Ultimately, the Toronto Courthouse ruled that the first round of shots fired by Forcillo, 
though fatal, were justified given the circumstances of the event, while the following 
shots were not. Thus, Forcillo was charged with attempted murder for firing six 
additional unjust rounds at Yatim, which were not the cause of death (Bud, 2016; Jiwani, 
Dessner, 2016; Watson, 2017). The in-custody death was captured via streetcar 
surveillance camera; however, the angle of the footage did not allow for visibility of what 
the officers on scene were witnessing, rather it only shows footage of the back of Yatim’s 
head and body.  
Sammy Yatim’s death has been among the many events that have contributed to 
uproar and riots against excessive police use-of-force in recent years, with the public 
demanding increased police accountability (Bud, 2016). One common response to similar 
tragedies has been the implementation of body-worn cameras (BWC) by various police 
agencies in the United States and Canada, as well as around the world (Bud, 2016; 
Jennings et al., 2017; Schwartz, 2013; Smykla et al., 2016). BWCs are small video and 
audio recording devices which are mounted onto a person’s clothing. Since they can be 




mounted onto a person’s body, they are unique in their movement in comparison to other, 
stable, forms of surveillance cameras (Sousa et al., 2015). The idea that footage captured 
by BWCs reveal the point of view of the individual wearing the camera has made them 
particularly attractive for many organizations and events (Bud, 2016; Sousa et al., 2015).  
The current thesis aimed to examine the potential need for BWC expert testimony 
in cases of serious officer-involved use-of-force incidents where BWC footage is used as 
evidence. Specifically, the effects of expert testimony of BWCs on jury perceptions of 
officer on trial guilt and trustworthiness have been investigated in a BWC documented 
officer-involved shooting. The expert testimony outlines various limitations of BWCs. 
The officer testimony was manipulated as well to include peripheral or central details, 
which cannot be verified by the BWC footage or no unverifiable details. Previous 
research pertinent to the current study will now be discussed.  
Pilot Studies 
BWCs have been used in military training and combat, sporting activities, and 
social settings for several years; however, their use by policing agencies has become 
increasingly popular in recent years (Bud, 2016). Many police agencies in Canadian 
cities, such as Victoria, Edmonton, Calgary, and Toronto, have run pilot studies using 
BWCs to test their effectiveness (Bud, 2016; Toronto Police Service, 2016; Victoria 
Police, 2019). The goal of these BWC pilot studies has generally been to investigate the 
effectiveness of BWCs at increasing evidence collection, creating trust between police 
and community, and enhancing accountability of both police officers and members of the 
community (Durham Regional Police, 2017; Toronto Police Service, 2016; Victoria 
Police, 2019). Toronto Police Service and Victoria Police Department are among the 




agencies that have completed their examination of BWCs and have found successful 
results. Toronto Police Service has referred to BWC as an “unbiased, reliable 
eyewitnesses to community interactions with the police” and have further stated that 
BWC “will provide reassurance to community members and police officers” (Toronto 
Police Service, 2019, para. 5). Similarly, Victoria Police Department also concluded that 
the use of BWCs is highly beneficial based on the pilot trial of the technology, which 
resulted in all frontline officers being equipped with the technology (Victoria Police, 
2019). 
BWC Policy 
As police use of BWCs is a relatively new technological advancement, limited 
policy has only recently been developed in preparation for pilot studies and increased 
BWC use. The International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), for example, has 
developed a model policy regarding the use of BWCs by police agencies (IACP, 2014). 
IACP recommends that this policy be used as a framework by police agencies when 
developing their own individual policies surrounding the use of BWCs (Wright, 2017). 
The IACP policy offers guidance on all areas related to BWCs, such as when to activate 
BWCs, seeking permission to record, when to deactivate their BWCs, and when to view 
the footage.  
Specifically, the IACP policy suggests that officers should activate their BWCs 
when in contact with members of the public for any official duties. If possible, officers 
should also inform individuals that they are being recorded. It is not necessary to seek 
permission to record except in locations where reasonable privacy is expected (e.g., a 
residence where a warrant has not been granted). BWCs should also remain active 




throughout the duration of the event to ensure integrity of the recording; however, if the 
officer fails to record all or part of the interaction then it is recommended that they 
document the reasoning for the missing footage. Though officers are typically allowed to 
view their BWC footage, they can be denied access by their department in cases of 
serious use-of-force encounters or officer wrongdoings. Regardless of the nature of the 
footage, officers should not be allowed to edit, alter, duplicate, or share any of their 
recordings (IACP, 2014). Although police agencies across Canada and the US have 
developed their own BWC policies, they largely follow the guidelines proposed by IACP 
with some minor variations (Durham Regional Police Report, 2017; Seattle Police 
Department Manual, 2019; Victoria Police, 2019). 
Public and Police Support for BWC 
Public support for police uses of BWCs has largely been high, with excessive use-
of-force events, such as the death of Sammy Yatim, being the likely reason for that 
finding (Jennings et al., 2017; Smykla et al., 2016). A study conducted by Smykla et al. 
(2016) was amongst the first studies to examine attitudes of law enforcement leaders 
towards the potential implementation of BWCs. The study surveyed command staff from 
various local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies in Sunshine County, Florida. 
Approximately 50% of the participants were supportive of BWCs, one-third did not 
support the use of BWC by their agency, and the remainder held neutral attitudes towards 
the technology. The study also revealed that the law enforcement commanders believed 
that the public supports the use of BWCs, and that this support stems from a distrust in 
police behaviour (Smykla et al., 2016).  




These findings are replicated in research conducted by Jennings et al. (2014). The 
researchers surveyed 95 officers from a Florida police agency about their perceptions of 
BWC use within their department. The results of their study demonstrated generally 
supportive views of BWCs. Over 60% of the sample agreed that their police agency 
should adopt BWCs, while 77% agreed that they would feel comfortable wearing the 
camera. Interestingly, when comparing perceptions of what impact BWCs would have on 
their own behaviour to the impact on other officers’ behaviour mixed results were found. 
A greater portion (43%) believed that the technology would encourage other officers to 
behave “by the book”, however, significantly less (20%) of the sample believed it would 
have this impact on themselves. Moreover, the majority (84%) of officers claimed that 
BWC would not reduce their likelihood of responding to calls to service, however, a 
smaller proportion (64%) believed that it would not reduce the likelihood of other 
officers responding to calls to service. Lastly, the study also demonstrated that a minority 
of officers believed citizen behaviour would improve if police were wearing BWC. 
Specifically, 35% of the sample agreed that BWCs would reduce internal complaints 
(agency generated) and 45% believed it would reduce external complaints (citizen 
generated) agency wide. 
Additionally, in Canada, Toronto Police Service (2016) conducted an in-depth 
longitudinal examination of the community’s opinions of BWC use by police before and 
after a pilot trial of BWCs by Toronto police officers in 2015 and 2016. The Toronto 
Police Service study (2016) found support for the use of BWCs among their officers. 
Support for BWCs particularly increased for investigators (from 73% to 86%) after 
examining the benefits BWC use had on resolving false complaints, completing notes, 




capturing the officer’s experiences, and improving officer articulation and conduct during 
the pilot trial. Note that investigator support for the use of BWCs was already high prior 
to the start of the pilot trial (at 73%). It is suggested that this initial high level of support 
for BWCs by investigators was in part influenced by other forms of surveillance that had 
already proven beneficial (e.g., in-car video cameras). Ultimately, the pilot study found 
that almost three-quarters of the police sample felt that BWCs should be implemented 
permanently following the pilot test. Reasons for BWC support by the police and 
investigators ranged from the potential use of BWCs in court, in documentation, and in 
police/civilian conduct. Reasons for any concerns surrounding police use of BWCs 
involved the costs associated with BWCs. 
Not only are law enforcement officials supportive of the use of BWC, research 
examining public perceptions of police use of BWCs has also found significantly positive 
results. Research by Sousa, et al. (2015) demonstrated that approximately 85% of US 
adult residents are supportive of BWC use by police officers. A mere 4% were not 
supportive, while 11% were unsure of their support towards BWC use by police. Almost 
half of the sample (49%) believed the use of BWC would increase respectful behaviour 
towards officers and three-quarters of the sample believed that false complaints of 
misconduct against police would decrease as a result of BWC use (Sousa et al., 2015). 
Toronto Police Service (2016) also found strong support for the use of BWC in 
the community, which slightly increased following the pilot trial. Specifically, 
participants felt that the use of BWC would lead to increased community safety (78% 
pretrial to 85% post trial), police accountability (86% pretrial to 91% post trial), and 
public trust (78% pretrial to 86% post trial). Moreover, approximately half of their citizen 




sample felt that the BWC should be recording at all times, except for during breaks. Of 
the remaining participants, the majority felt the camera should be activated when making 
an arrest or during a potentially threatening event or interaction. Lastly, approximately 
one-third of the participants felt that the camera should also be activated when 
questioning or investigating an individual or at the scene of a crime. Results of their 
survey demonstrated that the pilot trial did not change the community’s opinions of BWC 
use, with the findings remaining consistent from May of 2015 (pretrial), to February of 
2016 (post trial; Toronto Police Service, 2016).  
Benefits of BWCs 
High levels of community support for police use of BWCs has been matched by 
research indicating optimistic outcomes of their use. Current literature examining police 
use of BWCs has primarily focused on use-of-force encounters and citizen complaints as 
outcome variables (Ariel, et al., 2015; Ariel et al., 2016; Jennings et al., 2015). Research 
has indicated a reduction as great as 50% in the frequency and degree of force used by 
police after the implementation of BWCs (Ariel et al., 2015; Hedberg et al., 2017; 
Jennings et al, 2015). The greatest reduction is found in studies where discretion for the 
powering on and off of the camera is minimized (Ariel et al., 2016). Although citizen 
complaints against police officers are not overly common to begin with, literature 
suggests that police use of BWCs has been associated with a reduction in citizen 
complaints of up to 50% and serious external complaints by 65% (Ariel et al., 2015; Ariel 
et al, 2017; Hedberg et al., 2017; Jennings, et al., 2015). Thus, existing research suggests 
that there are several beneficial outcomes of police use of BWCs. 
Limitations of BWC 




Although BWCs are being implemented by police agencies in the hopes of 
improving officer accountability and process efficiency, many issues regarding the use of 
BWCs have been raised in the literature (Boivin et al., 2017; Smykala et al., 2015; 
Toronto Police Service, 2016; Trimble, 2018). Specifically, BWCs have been criticized 
for lacking relevant and important content due to their fixed range of view and fixed 
period of time, suggesting that the preceding and aftermath of the event is also crucial 
information that is missed in most BWC recordings (Trimble, 2018). Another 
contributing factor to the incompleteness of BWC footage is the position of the camera as 
it remains forward facing, while real human experiences can be impacted from all angles 
(Trimble, 2018). Perhaps the greatest limitation of BWCs discussed in previous literature 
is the fact that they are incapable of capturing the effect that stress and high levels of 
adrenaline can have on officer perceptions, as well as the variations between camera 
quality footage and imagery seen by the human eye (Artwohl, 2002; Boivin et al., 2017). 
These limitations will now be discussed in more detail, as they are of direct relevance to 
the current thesis.   
Fixed Period of Time and Range of View 
BWCs typically work by remaining in buffering mode until the system is 
activated. When in buffering mode the camera captures video without any audio and does 
not save beyond a fixed interval (typically between 15 and 30 seconds). Once the device 
has been activated by the wearer, the recorded footage will include the 15 to 30 seconds 
of buffered video leading up to the activation of the device, in order to obtain some lead-
up footage before the officer began recording (Axon Help Center, n.d.). However, 
regardless of this advantage, the report remains merely a clip of a fixed period of time, 




with the lead-up footage consisting of only 15 to 30 seconds of video-only footage. The 
fact that BWCs capture a fixed period of time can be seen in the policy recently 
developed by Durham Regional Police where they require their officers to only begin 
recording when they are at-scene of a crime, incident, call, or traffic stop, which 
discounts any events or interactions the officer has experienced before arriving at the 
scene (Durham Regional Police Services, 2017).  
Camera Positioning 
 Another crucial limitation with regard to BWCs is that the footage provided by 
BWCs does not necessarily correspond with what the officer wearing the camera was 
actually seeing. BWCs are usually worn on the police officer’s vest in the forward-facing 
position. Thus, the officer may be standing facing one direction, while looking in another 
direction. This would result in a mismatch between the officer’s viewpoint and the BWC 
footage. Similarly, although BWCs are typically equipped with audio recording 
technology, this audio does not necessarily capture what the officer actually heard at the 
time (Trimble, 2018). 
Critical Incident Stress 
As previously mentioned, officers are required to activate their BWC device 
during interactions with the public, which includes critical incidents that elicit high levels 
of stress and are potentially life threatening (IACP, 2014). Many officers have reported 
experiencing a variety of psychological and physiological effects of high stress during 
critical incidents. For instance, research has found that well over 50% of officers have 
reported experiencing slow motion, diminished sounds, or tunnel vision in highly 
stressful events (Artwohl, 2002; Klinger & Brunson, 2009; Solomon & Hom, 1986). 




Diminished sounds refer to a failure to hear loud sounds which would usually be easily 
heard (e.g., gunshots or shouting; Artwohl, 2002). Tunnel vision refers to the loss of 
peripheral vision, as if looking through a cylinder tube. Tunnel vision can result in visual 
imparity to seemingly obvious surroundings, which could be potentially harmful 
(Artwohl, 2002). Thus, the BWC footage may reveal peripheral visual details and 
seemingly obvious sounds not actually perceived by the officer at the time of the event 
due to the high stress of the situation. This inability of BWCs to accurately capture the 
experience of the officer involved in a critical incident results in a false narrative of the 
officer’s experiences and is one of the greatest limitations of BWCs.  
Experiences of The Human Eye 
 In addition, there are discrepancies between camera quality footage and the 
human eye. Research conducted by Boivin et al. (2017) has suggested that BWCs that are 
equipped with “fisheye” lenses provide a wide-angle panoramic field of view. The field 
of view from a BWC is up to 170 degrees in every direction, which is approximately 50 
degrees greater than the human eye. This wide range of view is marketed to provide as 
much of what the human eye can see as possible; however, this can be incredibly 
problematic when viewers are under the impression that the camera wearer saw more 
than they possibly could have (Boivin et al., 2017; Strasburger et al., 2011). Furthermore, 
BWCs record a two-dimensional image, which combined with the shape of the camera, 
projects a convex image that distorts the perceptions of distance (Boivin et al., 2017; 
Trimble, 2018). Distorted perceptions of distance have ultimately resulted in greater 
discrepancies between recorded footage and real-life experiences. This potential for 
distorted depth perception is particularly problematic when relying on BWC footage to 




assess level of threat perceived by the officer at the time of the event. Lastly, modern day 
mounted cameras capture imagery more clearly in low-light conditions than the typical 
eye is capable of viewing. Thus, certain objects and movements may be visible when 
viewing the BWC footage; however, these details may not have been readily visible to 
the officer at the time of the event. 
Data Storage 
Although not directly relevant to the current thesis, another limitation brought up 
in BWC literature is the issue of data storage and cost. Data storage and equipment 
maintenance will be an extremely costly aspect of BWCs for police departments and 
local governments. If a police agency adopts BWCs, decisions will have to be made on 
how funding will be impacted elsewhere (e.g., police salary, other equipment, officer 
numbers; Smykala et al., 2015). Following their pilot trial, Toronto Police Service 
reported cost as the main challenge associated with the adoption of BWCs, with the 
greatest cost being data storage. Toronto Police Service estimated that data storage could 
easily reach 4.56 PB over a span of five years. Furthermore, the costs of staffing, 
technology, and storage was estimated at $20 million in the first year of implementing 
BWCs and $51 million over the first five years (Toronto Police Service, 2016). 
 
 
BWC Footage in Court 
Despite the fact that no BWC recordings were used in court during the Toronto 
Police Service pilot study, it is worth noting that about 60% of officers both prior to and 
following the pilot study believed that BWC footage would provide valuable evidence in 




court. The Ontario Ministry of the Attorney General has also been asked for input on the 
use of police BWC footage as it would relate to a court case (Toronto Police Service, 
2016). Representatives from the Crown Attorney Operations stated that BWC footage has 
rarely been available for incidents that were brought to the attention of the courts and of 
the footage that has been available, little proved useful in the court’s decision making. 
Three main issues regarding the BWC footage were mentioned. First, BWC recordings 
were often reactive rather than proactive. In other words, BWC footage more commonly 
captures the aftermath/reporting of an event rather than the incident itself. The crown 
would spend several hours examining BWC footage with minimal reward (i.e., little 
usable footage). Second, BWC footage was rarely received in a timely manner and often 
after the accused had already appeared in court. Thus, opportunities where BWC footage 
would be most advantageous in determining the “crowns case strategy” were often 
missed (Toronto Police Service, 2016, p. 43).  However, it was still noted that BWC 
footage could be of use by shortening trials, developing better court decision, and 
improving case management strategies, particularly in serious violence, domestic assault, 
impaired driving, firearm, and sexual or child abuse cases, which are the cases that are 
most likely to be presented in court (Toronto Police Service, 2016). 
Although Toronto Police Service has considered the use of BWC footage in court, 
no jury experiments have been conducted to date that examine the direct effect that BWC 
footage has on verdicts in cases involving police use-of-force. Research conducted by 
Berman, Narby, and Cutler (1995) that examined inconsistencies between eyewitness 
testimonies, however, is useful in order to gain an understanding of how inconsistencies 
between defendant testimony and BWC footage may potentially be perceived. Briefly, 




their research suggests that eyewitnesses who provide inconsistent testimonies are often 
perceived by jurors as less credible, while defendants are perceived as less guilty. 
Additionally, jurors upon hearing the testimony are less likely to convict when they are 
exposed to inconsistent eyewitness testimonies. When examining the effects that central 
errors has in comparison to peripheral errors, the study had found mixed results. Central 
inconsistencies produced a significant impact on juror verdicts (less likely to convict the 
defendant based on eyewitness testimony). However, perceptions of eyewitness traits, 
such as credibility, culpability, and honesty, produced comparable results between central 
and peripheral inconsistency conditions. It is important to note that the inconsistencies 
were not simply unverifiable information but were contradictory to what the eyewitness 
had stated pre-trail. However, in the current study, though the unverifiable details are not 
visible in the BWC footage, they are not contradictory to the footage.  
Expert Testimony in Court 
The role of expert testimony is to provide information that is outside the expertise 
of the judge or jury. The expert testimony must meet a set of four criteria: (1) it must be 
relevant to the facts in the case; (2) it must be a necessity in assisting the trier of fact (i.e., 
judge or jury); (3) the evidence must not conflict with an exclusionary rule, where 
constitutional rights are violated; and (4) the expert must be properly qualified to provide 
the testimony (R v. Mohan, 1994). Due to this inclusion criteria, expert testimony has 
been used primarily as an exception, rather than a rule, and was not used in Breman et 
al.’s (1995) study. Expert testimony on BWC footage is not currently mandated when 
presenting BWC footage in court.  




Although the impact expert testimony has on BWC limitations has not yet been 
examined, plenty of researchers have examined the effects that expert testimony has had 
on jury verdicts more generally. One insightful meta-analysis conducted by Neitzel et al. 
(1999) found that expert testimony provided by a psychologist had a moderately 
significant influence on verdicts. Stronger effects were found for testimony that spoke 
specifically to the trial, in comparison to testimony that provided general information 
about a topic relevant to the case (Neitzel et al., 1999). The findings of significant effects 
of expert testimony on jury verdicts, however, has proven to vary depending on certain 
moderators, such as complexity and timing of the testimony, as well as characteristics of 
the expert providing the testimony. For instance, research conducted by Schuller et al. 
(2001; 2005) examined the relationship between gender of the expert, as well as the 
complexity of the testimony and jury receptivity. Results of the study found that when the 
testimony provided was of a lower complexity, female experts were at an advantage, 
whereas when the testimony was of a higher complexity, male experts were at an 
advantage. Research examining the timing of expert testimony (i.e., before versus after 
evidence is shown) has suggested that expert testimony is most impactful in reducing 
perceptions of guilt when it is presented following the presentation of evidence and 
preceding reminders of the evidence (Leippe et al., 2004).  Thus, current literature 
demonstrates the significant impact that expert testimony can have on jury and judge 
verdicts. These significant findings may potentially carry over to cases involving BWC 
evidence. 
Police as Eyewitnesses 




 Lastly, an overview of literature examining credibility and accuracy of police as 
eyewitness will be examined. It is popular opinion that police officers are superior 
eyewitnesses (in comparison to civilian non-police eyewitnesses) due to training and 
expertise that are acquired overtime while policing (Leippe, 1994; Yarmey & Jones, 
1983). However, there seems to be mixed findings when examining this belief in 
literature. An experiment conducted by Decarlo (2010) examined whether police officers 
provide better eyewitness statements than citizens. The weapon focus effect and multiple 
perpetrators were utilized in a set of two eyewitness memory tests with both trained 
police officers and citizens. Results indicated that although weapon focus decreased 
accuracy for both groups, overall police officers did outperform citizens (70.3% police 
accuracy rating; 60.8% citizen accuracy rating) however, this difference did not reach 
statistical significance.  
On the other hand, other research has also demonstrated support for police 
officer’s ability to recall better than citizens (Lindholm et al., 1997). For instance, 
research conducted by Christianson and colleagues (1998) aimed to explore whether 
police officers are better able to correctly observe and recall details of a violent crime in 
comparison to civilians. The experiment utilized a sample of experienced police officers 
and citizens in a simulated video scenario. Following the presentation, the participants 
were required to complete testing on their recollection of different aspects of the crime. 
In this experiment, police officers were significantly better able to recall details of the 
crime than citizens. Ultimately, though there is some support to suggest that police have 
superior ability to recall details of a crime including perpetrators, it is still not entirely 
clear.   





As police use of BWCs continues to increase, their involvement in court 
proceedings will increase as well. This is somewhat concerning, as BWCs are not without 
their limitations, which jurors should consider when assessing the evidence. In other 
words, research must be conducted to determine the impact that officer BWC footage and 
BWC-related expert testimony has on verdicts in order to ensure the appropriate use of 
BWC footage in police-involved court cases. Thus, the current study examined the effects 
of expert testimony on BWC limitations, as well as fully verifiable or partially 
unverifiable officer testimony, on perceptions of defendant trustworthiness and guilt in a 
police use-of-force case (i.e., shooting). The study presents a mock trial where a police 
officer is on trial for shooting a civilian while on duty, resulting in their death. The trial 
transcript has been manipulated for the six conditions. More specifically, the current 
study followed a between-subjects 2 (Expert Testimony: present and absent) by 3 
(Unverifiable Details: central, peripheral, and none) design, with perceptions of guilt and 
trustworthiness of the officer on trial as the two dependent variables.  
This study design allowed for the examination of the effect of expert testimony on 
BWC limitations, at various levels of unverifiable details between officer testimony and 
BWC footage, on verdict outcomes (i.e., ratings of officer guilt and trustworthiness). For 
the purpose of this study, unverifiable details are defined as details of the event that are 
said to have occurred during testimony but are not visible or audible when examining the 
evidence (i.e., BWC footage).  Further, for the purpose of this study, central details are 
defined as those that are more directly pertinent to the trial at hand and could be more 
likely to noticeably influence perceptions of defendant (i.e., officer) guilt and/or trust. For 




example, the officer on trial testifying that the subject verbally threatened nearby 
witnesses. If the subject had done so, it would likely increase perceptions of danger and 
risk to bystanders, which could potentially influence juror perceptions of officer guilt in a 
meaningful way. Note that in the current study these details could not be verified in the 
BWC footage. 
Alternatively, peripheral details are defined as details that are of less direct 
importance to the trial but still occurred during the time of the incident. For instance, 
testifying that vehicles were honking in the distance. The inclusion of honking in the 
distance would likely not alter perceptions of the event or the defendant. However, these 
details cannot be verified in the BWC footage, and thus may potentially alter perceptions 
of defendant trustworthiness and guilt. It is important to note that this research could 
potentially result in improved court practices, allowing jurors to better assess BWC 
evidence, regardless of whether the defendant is an officer or not.  
Hypotheses 
Six hypotheses were developed for the current thesis – three for Perceived Guilt 
and three for Perceived Trustworthiness of the officer on trial. As previously mentioned, 
the current study follows a between-subjects 2 (Expert Testimony: present and absent) by 
3 (Unverifiable Details: central, peripheral, and none) design. A main effect of the two 
factors (i.e., unverifiable details and expert testimony) is expected for both dependent 
variables (i.e., perceived guilt and perceived trustworthiness of the officer on trial). 
Interaction effects are also hypothesized. See below for a list of specific hypotheses.  
Guilt  




1. It is hypothesized that there will be a significant main effect of type of 
unverifiable details. There will be higher ratings of guilt when the officer 
testimony includes central unverifiable details, less guilty ratings for peripheral 
unverifiable details, and the least guilty ratings for no unverifiable detail’s 
conditions.  
2. It is hypothesized that there will be a significant main effect of expert testimony 
where less guilty ratings of officer perception will result from the inclusion of 
expert testimony. The no-expert testimony conditions on the other hand, will 
result in higher ratings of guilt. 
3. It is hypothesized that there will be a significant interaction effect of expert 
testimony and unverifiable details, which will result in less guilty ratings on 
central and peripheral unverifiable details when expert testimony is presented in 
comparison to the no expert testimony conditions. The presence of expert 
testimony will not significantly influence ratings of guilt in the no unverifiable 
details condition. 
Trustworthiness 
4. There will be a significant main effect of error type. The lowest trustworthiness 
ratings will be for conditions including central unverifiable details, low 
trustworthiness ratings on peripheral unverifiable details and higher 
trustworthiness ratings for the no unverifiable details. 
5. There will be a significant main effect of expert testimony where high 
trustworthiness ratings of officer perception will result from the inclusion of 




expert testimony. The no-expert testimony conditions on the other hand, will 
result in low ratings of trust. 
6. There will be a significant interaction effect of expert testimony and unverifiable 
details which will result in more trusting ratings on central and peripheral errors 
but not in the no unverifiable details group when expert testimony presented in 
comparison to the no-expert testimony conditions. 
Method 
Participants 
The initial sample consisted of 473 undergraduate students from Ontario Tech 
University in Oshawa, Ontario, Canada. In order to obtain a sample of potential jurors, 
participants were required to meet basic juror eligibility requirements for the province of 
Ontario. This means that participants were required to be: (1) 18 years of age or older, (2) 
a Canadian citizen, (3) fluent English speakers, and (4) not have been convicted of a 
felony. In addition, five manipulation check questions were administered (e.g., “were 
there details in the defendant’s testimony that could not be verified by his body-worn 
camera footage?”). Participants who did not correctly respond to at least three of the five 
manipulation check questions were removed from the dataset. Lastly, participants who 
did not complete at least 99% of the survey and/or completed the survey in an 
unreasonable amount of time were also removed from the dataset.1 The removal of such 
participants resulted in a final sample size of 298 participants.  
 
1 Retaining only those who correctly responded to at least three out of five manipulation check questions 
had already helped eliminate inattentive participants, those who were multitasking, those who completed 
the study in more than one sitting, etc. However, the manipulation check questions were multiple-choice in 
nature and participants could have guessed at the correct answer to some of the manipulation check 
questions. Thus, removing participants who completed the study in an unreasonably short or long amount 
of time acted as a further measure of attention. 




The initial sample (prior to removing participants; while discounting univariate 
outliers) took an average 36.15 minutes to complete the study (SD = 21.17). It was 
decided that participants who took between 15 minutes (nearly one SD below the mean) 
and 90 minutes (2.5 SDs above the mean) to complete the online survey would be 
retained in the final dataset. The reason for retaining participants who took significantly 
longer than the mean time was to allow for breaks (e.g., bathroom and snack breaks), 
given that participants were completing the study from home. In addition, the trial 
transcript was quite involved and as a result, some students may have taken longer than 
others to read it or may have needed to re-read sections of it in order to better understand 
the dialogue. Following the removal of participants on other requirements (e.g., juror 
eligibility, manipulation checks), the final sample of 298 participants took an average of 
41.23 minutes to complete the study (SD = 16.72). 
Materials 
Transcripts 
 In order to assess the effects of the officer reporting peripheral and central details 
that cannot be verified through the BWC footage, as well as the effects of expert 
testimony on the limitations of BWCs, six transcripts were utilized. The transcripts were 
revised from a previous study to best suit the needs of the current experiment 
(Ellingwood, 2019). The transcripts are identical in all areas except in the defence 
testimony of the officer, as well as the inclusion versus exclusion of expert testimony on 
BWC limitations.  
Defence Testimony. Three variations of the defence testimony were utilized in 
the study, with each version included either central, peripheral, or no details that cannot 




be verified from the BWC footage. In the central unverifiable details transcript, the 
defendant (i.e., the officer on trial for alleged use-of-force misconduct) provided 
testimony of the event while adding in five central details to the event (e.g., partner 
demanding the defendant to shoot the subject) that were not visible in the BWC footage, 
which means they cannot have been verified from the video. Each additional detail was in 
correspondence with the limitations of BWCs, as discussed earlier. Similarly, in the 
peripheral transcript, five peripheral details were provided about the event that are were 
not visible in the video footage, which means they could not be verified from the video. 
However, the peripheral details were less central to the crime (e.g., uninterpretable 
shouting in the distance). Lastly, in the no unverifiable details transcript, the officer’s 
testimony matched exactly what the footage portrayed and did not include additional 
details that were not visible in the BWC video.  
Expert Testimony.  The expert testimony was presented to half of the 
participants. The expert testimony discussed the limitations of BWCs, such as fixed range 
of view, fixed period of time, camera positioning, critical incident stress, and camera 
quality in comparison to the human eye. See Appendix E for the complete transcript, 
including the variations of the defence well as the expert testimony. 
BWC Footage. The study utilized actual BWC footage recorded by Roy Police 
Department in Utah, U.S., on February 21st, 2017, with this footage being publicly 
available on YouTube.2 During the encounter, two officers responded to a trespassing call 
at a Texaco gas station. Upon arrival they saw the subject standing near the convenience 
store doorway. When asked by police to “come over here and speak with us”, he seemed 
 
2 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O_PLtuMECe8 




resistant and lifted up his shirt exposing a gun tucked into the side of his waistband. The 
officers demanded that the subject not reach for the gun and began to approach him, at 
which point he attempted to flee. One officer and the subject fell to the ground in a tackle 
and the other officer shouted for the subject to keep his hands where they can be seen. 
The officer then fired a single shot, followed by 15 more shots (Standard Examiner Staff, 
2017). The subject later died of his injuries and the officer’s behaviour was ruled 
appropriate by the department investigation (Caldwell, 2017; Standard Examiner Staff, 
2017). The recording of the incident is from the shooting officer’s BWC and is not 
completely clear. This means that the footage is more ambiguous, which makes it 
appropriate for a study such as this. The ambiguity and lack of clarity should minimize 
the risk of floor or ceiling effects (i.e., all participants, regardless of condition, rating the 
officer as not at all guilty or highly guilty) and help encourage group differences based on 
study manipulations.  
Measures 
Participants were required to complete six questionnaires throughout the duration 
of the study. The questionnaires examined the participant’s demographics, perceptions of 
officer guilt and trustworthiness, attitudes regarding police legitimacy and legal systems. 
These measures will now be discussed in more detail.  
Demographics. Participants were required to complete a short demographics 
questionnaire (refer to Appendix B). The questionnaire asked the subject’s age, gender, 
ethnic background, education level, political affiliation, etc. The questionnaire also asked 
questions related to the subject’s relationships with police officers and experience with 
police encounters. 




Rating of Outcome Variables. Participants were required to rate their 
perceptions of officer guilt (on a scale from 1 to 100) and trustworthiness (on a scale 
from 1 to 7). A rating of one represented completely not guilty, while a rating of 100 
represented completely guilt. Similarly, a rating of one represented completely not 
trustworthy and a rating of seven represented completely trustworthy. The questionnaire 
then asked participants to provide a dichotomous verdict for the officer of either guilty or 
not guilty and provide a suggested sentence. Providing a verdict of guilty or not guilty 
allowed for a comparison between the Likert scale guilt ratings and dichotomous 
verdicts, which were required in actual court cases (it was assumed that those who 
provided guilty verdicts also provided significantly higher ratings of guilt than those who 
provided not guilty verdicts). In addition, five manipulation check questions were 
presented to assess participant focus during the experiment. These questions revolve 
around the transcript or video they were asked to view. An example question would be 
“What did the suspect have on him that concerned the police”. Four questions included 
multiple choice responses and one question had a true or false response. Please refer to 
Appendix F for the complete scale and Appendix G for manipulation check questions. 
Police Legitimacy Scale (PLS). Participants in the current study also completed 
the Police Legitimacy Scale (PLS), which was originally developed by Tankebe et al. 
(2016) to assess police legitimacy and its relationship with feelings of obligation to law 
enforcement. The PLS consists of 16 items that are rated on a 4-point Likert scale, with 
higher scores indicating a greater perception of police legitimacy (see Appendix C for the 
PLS in its entirety). This scale actually assesses four areas of police legitimacy: (1) 
lawfulness, (2) procedural fairness, (3) disruptive fairness, and (4) police effectiveness. 




The lawfulness subscale assessed the belief that police follow and enforce the law, rather 
than create their own laws (example item: “When the police deal with people, they 
always behave according to the law”). Procedural fairness refers to police honesty, 
impartiality, and error correction (example item: “The police treat citizens with respect”). 
Distributive fairness, on the other hand, assessed the belief that police distribute resources 
fairly between social groups. Resources can be described as concreate or symbolic 
resources. Concreate resources include tickets and fines, whereas symbolic resources 
refer to behavioural aspects such as respect (example item: “The police provide the same 
quality of service to all citizens”). Lastly, effectiveness refers to the success in 
establishing safety and security of citizen by reducing crime (example item: “There are 
not many instances of crime in my neighbourhood”).  
Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ23). Finally, participants also 
completed the Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire (RLAQ23).3 This scale consists of 
23 items that are rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to 
“strongly agree” (see Appendix D for the RLAQ23 in its entirety). The RLAQ23 
comprises three subscales: (1) authoritarianism, (2) anti-authoritarianism, and (3) 
equalitarian. As discussed in Kravitz et al. (1993), individuals who are highly 
authoritarian have right-wing attitudes, endorse constituted authority, and are more 
punitive (example item: “Too many obvious guilty persons escape punishment because of 
legal technicalities”). Antiauthoritarian individuals are the opposite; they have left-wing 
attitudes, believe that criminality is caused by societal misstructuring, and reject 
constituted authority (example item: “Unfair treatment of underprivileged groups and 
 
3 Note that the RLAQ23 is the two times revised version of the Legal Attitudes Questionnaire originally 
developed by Boehm (1968).  




classes is the chief cause of crime”). Lastly, equalitarian individuals seek to support 
traditional, liberal, and nonextreme positions. They are more likely to believe that 
questions may have two equally accurate responses (example item: “Search warrants 
should clearly specify the person or things to be seized”).  
Although not relevant to the primary analyses, the RLAQ23 was included in the 
current study as a result of previous research suggesting that it could have a significant 
relationship with perceptions of officer guilt. For example, a meta-analysis conducted by 
Narby et al. (1993) examined 20 studies of actual and mock juror verdicts and 
demonstrated that authoritarianism commonly had strong, positive, and reliable 
correlation to conviction of defendants, whereas anti-authoritarian had the opposite effect 
(i.e., participants who scored low on anti-authoritarianism were more likely to convict). 
However, the equalitarianism scale was not demonstrated to have any correlation to 
verdicts. The 20 studies examined by Narby et al. included a variety of subject and trial 
types; however, none of these studies involved an officer on trial scenario, which could 
influence the direction of the relationships. 
Procedure 
Participants were recruited from the Ontario Tech University participant pool 
using SONA Systems, which is a management software system, with the study being 
administered through Qualtrics and completed by participants online. Upon completion 
of the study, participants received course credit toward a psychology course (e.g., 
Introductory Psychology). Participants were also allowed to withdraw from the study at 
any time and would still receive course credit. As previously mentioned, participants took 
an average of 41.23 minutes to complete the study online (SD = 16.72). 




The study began with the informed consent form (see Appendix A). After 
consenting, participants were randomly assigned to one of the six conditions. 
Furthermore, half of the participants were randomly asked to complete the demographics 
questionnaire, police legitimacy scale, and legal attitudes scale prior to reading the court 
transcript and viewing the BWC footage. The other half of participants completed the 
demographics and three scales after reading the court transcript and viewing the BWC 
footage. This was designed to reduce any potential ordering effects. The court transcript 
and BWC footage was presented in the following order: opening remarks, first crown 
witness (bystander) testimony and defence cross-examination, second crown witness 
(store clerk) testimony and defence cross-examination, defence witness (officer on trial) 
followed by video evidence and crown cross-examination, defence witness (officer on 
scene) testimony and crown cross-examination, defence expert testimony and crown 
cross-examination, closing remarks and reading of the law.  
Note that only half of the participants viewed the expert testimony on BWC 
limitations and cross-examination of the expert. Similarly, the defendant testimony varied 
by condition as well, with three different testimony options (i.e., central unverifiable 
details, peripheral unverifiable details, and no unverifiable details). After reading the 
court transcript and viewing the BWC footage, participants completed the outcome 
measures regarding guilt and trustworthiness of the officer. Upon completion of the 









General Demographics  
As previously mentioned, the initial sample consisted of 473 undergraduate 
students from Ontario Tech University. However, only 298 of those participants met 
basic Ontario juror eligibility requirements (i.e. 18 years of age or older, a Canadian 
citizen, fluent English speaker, and not have been convicted of a felony), passed three out 
of five manipulation check questions, and completed the study in a reasonable amount of 
time (i.e., between 15 and 90 minutes). Within the final sample, participants ranged in 
age from 18 to 50 years old, with an average age of 20.62 years old (SD = 4.75 years). 
Female participants accounted for nearly 65% (n = 194) of the sample and males made 
up 35% (n = 104). Nearly 38% (n = 112) of the sample was Caucasian, followed by 28% 
(n = 82) being South Asian. African Canadians accounted for 7% (n = 21) of the sample, 
while 6% (n = 18) of the sample identified as Arab. The remaining 21% (n = 65) were a 
variety of other ethnic minorities or preferred not to disclose their ethnicity.  
The vast majority of the sample were students from the Faculty of Health 
Sciences (37%; n = 110) and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities (25%; n = 
73). The remaining 38% (n = 115) of the sample was from the Faculty of Science (14%, 
n = 41), Faculty of Engineering and Applied Science (13%, n = 39), and the Faculty of 
Business and Information Technology (8.4%, n = 25). In addition, 43% (n = 127) of the 
sample was in the first year of academic studies. Students in their second and third year 
of academic studies each accounted for 23% of the sample (n = 68 and n = 69, 
respectively), while the remaining 11% (n = 34) were in their fourth year or higher. 
Police-Related Demographics 




Police-related demographics were examined in addition to general demographics, 
as they are also relevant to the current study. When examining interest in policing as a 
career, 11% (n = 33) of the participants indicated that they were interested in pursuing a 
career in policing, while the remaining 89% (n = 265) were not. In addition, 47% (n = 
141) of participants reported knowing somebody who is currently working in law 
enforcement, while 53% (n = 157) reported they did not personally know anyone 
currently working in law enforcement. Of those who reported knowing somebody who 
was currently working in law enforcement, 67% (n = 95) had a friend who was currently 
working in law enforcement, approximately 26% (n = 37) had a relative (e.g., cousin, 
aunt, or uncle) who was working in law enforcement, approximately 9% (n = 13) had an 
immediate family member (e.g., parent or sibling) currently working in law enforcement, 
and 10% (n = 14) had another type of relationship with someone working in law 
enforcement. Note that participants were asked to select all options that applied to them, 
which means these percentages add up to more than 100%. 
Nearly 55% (n = 163) of participants had been in contact with the police between 
one and three times, 29% (n = 87) had never been in contact with the police, 10% (n = 
30) had been in contact between four and six times, and the remaining 6% (n = 18) had 
been in contact with the police seven times or more. However, when examining 
participants who reported having contact with the police one time or more, 64% (n = 
135) reported having overall positive or very positive experiences. Approximately 28% 
(n = 59) reported having neither a positive nor negative overall experiences with the 
police, and 8% (n = 17) of participants reported having negative or very negative overall 
experiences with the police.   





The primary analysis in the current study consisted of a two-way (2x3) 
MANOVA that examined whether participants would differ in ratings of perceived guilt 
and trustworthiness of the officer on trial (i.e., the defendant) across the six conditions. 
The two-way MANOVA also tested for an interaction effect between the two factors. As 
a reminder, the two independent variables in this study consisted of: (1) level of 
unverifiable details in the defendant’s testimony (central, peripheral, or no unverifiable 
details) and (2) expert testimony on BWC limitations (present or absent). The two 
dependent variables in this study were perceived degree of guilt (from 1 to 100) and 
trustworthiness (from not at all trustworthy to completely trustworthy on a seven-point 
Likert scale) of the officer on trial. It was decided that a MANOVA was the best fit for 
this research, as it allowed for control over Type 1 error and the simultaneous 
examination of the two dependent variables (i.e., guilt and trustworthiness). In addition, 
the two dependent variables were found to have a strong negative correlation, r(296) = -
.640, p < .001, which indicates that as ratings of guilt increase for the officer on trial, 
ratings of his trustworthiness decrease (and vice versa).  
Although juror ratings of defendant guilt in an actual courtroom setting are 
dichotomous in nature (i.e., guilty or not guilty), the current study used perceived degree 
of guilt from one to 100 as one of the dependent variables in the MANOVA. Thus, in 
order to ensure that perceived degree of guilt from one to 100 was representative of 
verdict (guilty/not guilty), a t-test was conducted to compare the average rating of guilt 
out of 100 for those who provided a guilty verdict to those who provided a not guilty 
verdict. Results indicated that participants who provided guilty verdicts reported 




significantly higher ratings of defendant guilt out of 100 (M = 80.14, SD = 17.32) than 
those who provided not guilty verdicts (M = 29.92, SD = 18.96), t(296) = 2.89, p < .001. 
In addition, a point-biserial correlation was run to determine the relationship between 
verdict and ratings of perceived guilt, with a statistically significant correlation being 
found in the expected direction, rpb = .787, p < .001. Specifically, guilty verdicts were 
associated with higher ratings of guilt and not guilty verdicts were associated with lower 
ratings of guilt. Thus, the t-test and point-biserial correlation analyses both suggest that 
perceived degree of guilt (from 1 to 100) does adequately represent juror verdict 
(guilty/not guilty) in the current study.  
The assumptions for a two-way MANOVA were assessed prior to running the 
analysis and it was found that all assumptions were met. The two-way MANOVA was 
then conducted in SPSS, with the results indicating non-significant multivariate effects 
for the dependent variables in relation to degree of unverifiable details in the defendant’s 
testimony, Pillais’ Trace = .02, F(4 , 584)  = .154, p = .961, ηp2 = .001, as well as in 
relation to the presence or absence of expert testimony on BWC limitations, Pillais’ Trace 
= .014, F(2, 291)  = 2.119, p = .122, ηp2 = .014. Lastly, the interaction between expert 
testimony and degree of unverifiable details on perceptions of officer guilt and 
trustworthiness was also non-significant, Pillais’ Trace = .011, F(4, 584) = .841, p = .500, 
ηp2 = .006. Means and standard deviations for officer guilt and trustworthiness ratings 
across the various groups are presented in Table 1.  






Descriptive Statistics of Ratings of Guilt and Trustworthiness by Degree of Unverifiable 
Details and Presence of Expert Testimony  
  Expert  Testimony 
Unverifiable 
Details M SD n 
Guilt Yes Central 61.62 29.25 45 
(Scale of 1 to 100)  Peripheral 65.93 30.50 45 
  None 58.91 27.74 46 
  Total 62.13 29.10 136 
 No Central 68.08 29.19 51 
  Peripheral 66.80 29.15 51 
  None 72.25 26.64 60 
  Total 69.22 28.18 162 
 Total Central 65.05 29.24 96 
  Peripheral 66.40 29.64 96 
  None 66.46 27.80 106 
    Total 65.99 28.78 298 
Trustworthiness Yes Central 3.38 1.70 45 
(Scale of 1 to 7)  Peripheral 3.27 1.75 45 
  None 3.63 1.51 46 
  Total 3.43 1.65 136 
 No Central 3.16 1.68 51 
  Peripheral 3.41 1.50 51 
  None 2.97 1.66 60 
  Total 3.17 1.62 162 
 Total Central 3.26 1.68 96 
  Peripheral 3.34 1.61 96 
  None 3.25 1.62 106 
    Total 3.29 1.63 298 
 
Although you would typically only examine the follow-up tests conducted by 
SPSS, such as ANOVAs and t-tests, when a significant main effect or interaction was 
found in the overall MANOVA, there were some concerns in the current study that a 




weaker effect might have been suppressing a stronger effect. As well, the hypotheses in 
the current study were presented more as planned comparisons, with separate hypotheses 
for the two dependent variables. Thus, it was decided that the two 2 (Expert Testimony) x 
3 (Unverifiable Details) ANOVAs investigating perceptions of officer guilt and 
trustworthiness individually would be examined.  
Results of the two ANOVAs indicated that degree of unverifiable details, as well 
as the interaction between expert testimony and degree of unverifiable details, both had 
no significant effect on perceptions of officer guilt F(2, 292) = .067, p = .067, η2 < .001 
and, F(2, 292) = 1.186, p = .307, η2 = .008, respectively. However, expert testimony on 
BWC limitations was found to have a significant effect on perceptions of guilt, F(2, 292) 
= 4.253, p = .040, η2 = .014, with those who viewed the expert testimony rating the 
officer on trial as significantly less guilty (M = 62.13, SD = 29.10) than those who did not 
view the expert testimony (M = 69.22, SD = 28.18). No significant main effects or 
interaction were found for the ANOVA with perceptions of officer trustworthiness as the 
dependent variable (expert testimony: F(2, 292) = 1.679, p = .196, η2 = .006; degree of 
unverifiable details: F(2, 292) = .047, p = .954, η2 < .001; interaction: F(2, 292) = .1.537, 
p = .217, η2 = .010).  
As a reminder, it was predicted that when expert testimony was presented, 
perceptions of guilt would decrease, whereas perceptions of trustworthiness would 
increase. It was also predicted that when central unverifiable details were presented, 
perceptions of guilt would be highest and perceptions of trustworthiness would be the 
lowest, followed by peripheral unverifiable details and lastly, no unverifiable details. 
Finally, it was also hypothesized that there would be less guilty and more trustworthy 




ratings on central and peripheral unverifiable details when expert testimony was 
presented than when expert testimony was absent (expert testimony, however, was 
expected to have no impact in the no unverifiable details condition). Overall, the primary 
analyses provide support for just one of the six hypotheses, and only when the ANOVA 
findings were examined versus the MANOVA findings. Specifically, the ANOVA found 
that ratings of officer guilt were significantly higher for those who viewed the expert 
testimony on BWC limitations than those who did not view the expert testimony.  
Supplementary Analyses  
 Despite past literature suggesting that expert testimony and the presence of 
unverifiable details in officer testimony could have a significant effect on perceptions of 
defendant guilt and trustworthiness, this was not found to be the case in the current study. 
As a result, supplementary analyses were run in order to examine whether other factors 
assessed in this thesis were influencing participants’ perceptions of defendant guilt and 
trustworthiness. The influence of expert testimony and degree of unverifiable details on 
perceived importance and credibility of the BWC video evidence was also examined.  
 
Perceived Importance and Credibility of Body-Worn Camera Video Evidence 
A two-way (2 x 3) MANOVA was run, with the presence of expert testimony on 
BWC limitations and the degree of unverifiable details in the defendant’s testimony again 
serving as the two independent variables. The two dependent variables in this MANOVA 
were perceived credibility of the BWC evidence and perceived importance of the BWC 
video evidence on verdict decision. A significant positive correlation was found between 
the two dependent variables, r(296) = .645, p < .001, which suggests that a MANOVA is 




an appropriate analysis. All assumptions for the MANOVA were met, with the exception 
of the presence of four multivariate outliers, which were excluded from the analysis.  
The results of the MANOVA indicated that expert testimony on BWC limitations 
had a significant multivariate effect on perceived importance and credibility of the BWC 
video evidence, Pillais’ Trace = .061, F(2, 287) = 9.298, p < .001, ηp2 = .061. Thus, 
participants who were in the expert testimony absent conditions rated the BWC video as 
more credible and important than participants in the expert testimony present conditions. 
There was a non-significant multivariate effect for perceptions of credibility and 
importance of BWC footage in relation to degree of unverifiable details in the 
defendant’s testimony, Pillais’ Trace = .019, F(4, 576) = 1.392, p = .235, ηp2 = .010. 
Lastly, the interaction between expert testimony and degree of unverifiable details on 
perceptions of BWC footage credibility and importance was non-significant, Pillais’ 
Trace = .016, F(4, 576) = 1.139, p = .337, ηp2 = .008. Means and standard deviations can 
be seen in Table 2.  
  





Descriptive Statistics of Ratings of Credibility and Importance of BWC Video 





Details M SD n 
Perceptions of 
Credibility Yes Central 4.96 1.40 45 
(Scale of 1 to 7)  Peripheral 4.56 1.45 45 
 
 None 4.22 1.65 46 
 
 Total 4.57 1.52 136 
 No Central 5.27 1.43 51 
 
 Peripheral 5.10 1.76 51 
 
 None 5.23 1.50 60 
 
 Total 5.20 1.56 162 
 Total Central 5.13 1.42 96 
 
 Peripheral 4.84 1.64 96 
 
 None 4.79 1.64 106 
 
 Total 4.92 1.57 298 
Perceptions of 
Importance Yes Central 5.38 1.11 45 
(Scale of 1 to 7)  Peripheral 5.36 1.30 45 
 
 None 4.96 1.62 46 
 
 Total 5.23 1.37 136 
 No Central 5.82 1.32 51 
 
 Peripheral 5.73 1.63 51 
 
 None 5.67 1.47 60 
 
 Total 5.73 1.47 162 
 Total Central 5.61 1.24 96 
 
 Peripheral 5.55 1.49 96 
  None 5.36 1.57 106 
    Total 5.50 1.44 298 
 




RLAQ23, PLS and Presence of Expert Testimony 
Multiple linear regression analyses were conducted to examine whether mean 
total score on the Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire 23 (RLAQ23) and Police 
Legitimacy Scale (PLS), as well as the presence of expert testimony on BWC limitations, 
were significant predictors of perceptions of guilt and trustworthiness of the officer on 
trial for excessive use of force on the job (i.e., the defendant). Note that for the following 
multiple regression analyses, expert testimony is a dichotomous predictor variable, which 
has been dummy coded as 0 = Not Present and 1 = Present. The PLS utilizes a four-point 
Likert scale, while the RLAQ23 utilizes a six-point Likert scale. Higher scores on the 
PLS and RLAQ23 scales indicate more positive perceptions of police legitimacy and 
legal authoritarianism, respectively. As a reminder, officer guilt was rated on a scale from 
0 (not guilty) to 100 (completely guilty), whereas perceptions of officer trustworthiness 
were rated on a scale from 1 (not at all trustworthy) to 7 (extremely trustworthy). The 
reliability of the PLS and RLAQ23 was assessed for the current sample prior to running 
the multiple regression analyses. Cronbach’s alpha indicated that the PLS scale did reach 
satisfactory internal consistency in the current study, with a value of .91. However, the 
RLAQ23 scale only approached satisfactory internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .58 (a Cronbach’s alpha of .60 or higher is typically considered acceptable). 
However, since the PLS scale did approach an acceptable level of reliability in the 
current study, and given that both the PLS and RLAQ23 are validated scales, the 
regression analyses proceeded as planned.       
Guilt. The initial regression analysis examined whether mean total score on the 
RLAQ23 and PLS, as well as the presence of expert testimony on BWC limitations, were 




significant predictors of perceptions of guilt of the officer on trial. All assumptions were 
met for this analysis. The multiple linear regression analysis demonstrated that the three 
predictors explained a significant amount of the variance in ratings of defendant guilt, 
F(3, 292) = 14.442, p < .001. More specifically, 12.9% of the variation in ratings of guilt 
was accounted for by the regression model, which leaves 87.1% unexplained. The 
regression equation for this model is: Y’ = 159.747 – 7.215 (Presence of Expert 
Testimony) – 16.160 (Mean RLAQ23 Score) – 11.682 (Mean PLS Score).  
The analysis demonstrated that RLAQ23 was the strongest predictor of guilt (β = 
-.229, t(292) = - 3.856, p < .001), followed by PLS (β = -.176, t(292) = -2.967, p = .003), 
and lastly, presence of expert testimony (β = -.125, t(292) = -2.289, p = .023). 
Perceptions of guilt decreased by 16.160 points for each one-unit increase in mean 
RLAQ23 score and decreased by 11.682 points for each one-unit increase in mean PLS 
score, and those who viewed the expert testimony on BWC limitations rated the officer 
on trial as 7.215 points less guilty than those who did not view the expert testimony.  
Trustworthiness. A second multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to 
examine whether mean total score on the RLAQ23 and PLS, as well as the presence of 
expert testimony on BWC limitations, were significant predictors of perceived 
trustworthiness of the officer on trial. All assumptions were met for this analysis. Similar 
to the regression analysis with guilt, RLAQ23 and PLS mean scores, as well as whether 
expert testimony on BWC limitations was present or not, were found to significantly 
predict perceptions of officer trustworthiness, F(3, 292) = 23.418, p < .001. The 
regression model predicted 19.4% of the variation in ratings of trustworthiness, which 
leaves 80.6% of the variation unexplained by the current model. The regression equation 




for this model is: Y’ = -3.206 – .261(Presence of Expert Testimony) + .882(Mean 
RLAQ23 Score) + 1.112(Mean PLS Score).   
Mean total score on both scales, as well as the presence of expert testimony, were 
all significant predictors of perceptions of officer trustworthiness. PLS was the strongest 
predictor of trustworthiness (β = .297, t(292)= 5.196, p < .001), followed by RLAQ (β = 
.221, t(292)= 3.874, p < .001). The presence of expert testimony on BWC limitations was 
not found to be a significant predictor of officer trustworthiness (β = .080, t(292)= 1.526, 
p = .128). Perceptions of officer trustworthiness was found to increase by 1.112 points for 
each one-unit increase in mean PLS score and by .882 points for each one-unit increase in 
mean RLAQ23 score, and those who viewed the expert testimony on BWC limitations 
reported the officer on trial as .261 points more trustworthy than those who did not view 
the expert testimony. 
 RLAQ23 Subscales 
Recall that the RLAQ23 assesses perceptions of police legitimacy and consists of 
three subscales –  authoritarianism, anti-authoritarianism, and equalitarianism. 
Authoritarianism assesses levels of right-wing attitudes, while anti-authoritarianism 
assesses left wing attitudes, and equalitarianism assesses levels of non-extreme attitudes. 
Thus, although the mean total score on the RLAQ23 was found to be a significant 
predictor of both officer trustworthiness and guilt ratings, it was unknown whether all or 
only some of the subscales would be significant predictors of officer guilt and 
trustworthiness. In order to examine this, mean scores were calculated for each of the 
three subscales of the RLAQ23. Each subscale mean was then included as a predictor in 
two multiple linear regression analyses, with perceptions of offender guilt and 




trustworthiness as the outcome variables. Note that items on all three subscales were 
scored using a six-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating a greater level of that 
particular quality. The reliability of the three RLAQ23 subscales was assessed for the 
current sample prior to running the multiple regression analyses. Cronbach’s alpha 
indicates that the three subscales had not reached satisfactory internal consistency in the 
current study, with values of .59, .50, and .47 for authoritarianism, anti-authoritarianism, 
and equalitarianism, respectively. However, as previously mentioned, the RLAQ23 is a 
validated and commonly used scale. As a result, it was decided that the regression 
analyses involving the RLAQ23 subscales would proceed as planned.   
Guilt. The first multiple linear regression examined the three subscales of the 
RLAQ23 as predictor variables of perceptions of officer guilt. Two multivariate outliers 
were discovered and removed from the dataset, leaving N = 296 for this analysis; all other 
assumptions were met. When examining the three RLAQ23 subscales as predictors of 
officer guilt ratings, a significant regression equation was found, F(3, 289) = 11.206, p < 
.001. The model accounted for 10.8% of the variance of perceptions of guilt, while 89.2% 
was not accounted for. The regression equation is equal to: Y’ = 145.197 + 7.454 
(Equalitarian) – 10.623 (Authoritarianism) + 5.124 (Anti-Authoritarianism).  
The authoritarianism subscale was the strongest predictor of perceptions of officer 
guilt (β = -.243, t(289) = -4.294, p < .001), followed by equalitarianism (β = -.138, t(289) 
= 2.213, p = .028). Lastly, the predictor variable of anti-authoritarianism was found to 
only approach significance (β = .121, t(289) = 1.954, p = .052). The participants’ 
perceptions of officer guilt were found to increase by 7.454 points for every one-point 
increase on the equalitarian subscale and by 5.124 points for every one-point increase on 




the anti-authoritarianism subscale. Conversely, perceptions of guilt decreased by 10.623 
for every one-point increase on the authoritarianism subscale.  
Trustworthiness. The second multiple linear regression examined the three 
subscales of the RLAQ23 as predictor variables of perceptions of officer trustworthiness. 
Similar to the previous regression analysis, two multivariate outliers were discovered and 
removed from the analysis, which left a remaining sample size of 296. All other 
assumptions were met. When examining whether the RLAQ23 subscales were significant 
predictors of perceptions of officer trustworthiness, a significant regression model was 
found, F(3, 289) = 14.762, p < .001. The regression model was found to account for 
13.3% of the variance in trustworthiness, while 86.7% was not explained by the model. 
The regression equation for this analysis was: Y’ = -1.647 – .237 (Equalitarianism) + 6.68 
(Authoritarianism) – .518(Anti-authoritarianism).  
The authoritarianism subscale was the strongest predictor of perceptions of officer 
trustworthiness (β = .270, t(289) = 4.837, p < .001), followed by anti-authoritarianism (β 
= -.217, t(289) = 3.535, p < .001. Lastly, equalitarianism (β = -.077, t(289) = -1.260, p = 
.209) was not a significant predictor of trustworthiness. Participants’ perceptions of 
officer trustworthiness increased by .668 for every one-point increase on the 
authoritarianism subscale. Officer trustworthiness decreased by .518 for every one-point 
increase on the anti-authoritarianism subscale and by .237 for every one-point increase on 
the equalitarian subscale.  
PLS Subscales 
Additional multiple linear regressions were conducted to examine which of the 
four PLS subscales were significant predictors of perceptions of officer guilt and 




trustworthiness. Recall that the subscales of the PLS include lawfulness, procedural 
fairness, distributive fairness, and police effectiveness. Briefly, the lawfulness subscale 
assesses the degree to which police enforce the law, distributive fairness assesses the 
degree of distribution of resources fairly amongst social groups, procedural fairness 
assesses the degree of police honestly, and lastly, police effectiveness assesses success in 
establishing safety. All items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale, with higher values 
indicating greater agreement with the items. The reliability of the four PLS subscales was 
assessed for the current sample prior to running the multiple regression analyses. 
Cronbach’s alpha indicates that all four PLS subscales had satisfactory internal 
consistency in the current study, with values of .70, .91, .80, and .77 for lawfulness, 
procedural fairness, distributive fairness, and police effectiveness, respectively.  
Guilt. All assumptions were met for the following regression analysis. When 
examining whether the four PLS subscales were significant predictors of perceptions of 
officer guilt, a significant regression equation was found F(4, 293) = 8.631, p < .001. The 
model accounted for 10.5% of the variance in perceptions of guilt, while 89.5% is not 
accounted for. The regression equation was found to be: Y’ = -115.255 + 1.914 (Police 
Effectiveness) + 2.93 (Distributive Fairness) – 13.488 (Procedural Fairness) – 6.151 
(Lawfulness).  
Procedural fairness was the strongest predictor of perceptions of guilt (β = -.259, 
t(293) = -2.725, p = .007). The remaining three variables, lawfulness (β = -.104, t(293) = 
-1.315, p = .190), police effectiveness (β = .046, t(293) = .789, p = .430), and distributive 
fairness (β = .007, t(293) = .075, p = .940) were all non-significant predictors of 
perceptions of officer guilt. The participants’ perceptions of guilt decreased by 6.151 for 




every one-point increase on the lawfulness subscale and decreased by 13.488 for 
everyone one-point increase on the procedural fairness subscale. Conversely, perceptions 
of guilt increased by .293 for every one-point increase on the distributive fairness 
subscale and 1.914 for every one-point increase on the police effectiveness subscale.  
Trustworthiness. Lastly, a regression analysis was conducted examining whether 
the PLS subscales were significant predictors of perceptions of trustworthiness. All 
assumptions were met with the exception of multicollinearity being present between 
procedural fairness and distributive fairness. A significant regression model was found, 
F(4, 293) = 16.765, p < .001. The model accounted for 17.5% of the variance of 
perceptions of trustworthiness, while 82.5% was not accounted for. The regression 
equation was: Y’ = -.952 + .087 (Police Effectiveness) – 2.87 (Distributive Fairness) + 
1.142 (Procedural Fairness) + .526 (Lawfulness).  
The procedural fairness subscale was the strongest predictor of perceptions of 
guilt (β = .386, t(293) = 4.262, p < .001), followed by lawfulness (β = .157, t(293) = 
2.077 , p = .039). Mean score on the remaining two subscales, police effectiveness (β = 
.037, t(293) = .665, p = .506) and distributive fairness (β = -.118, t(293) = -1.359, p = 
.175), were not significant predictors of perceptions of trustworthiness. Participants’ 
perceptions of officer trustworthiness increased by .526 for every one-point increase on 
the lawfulness subscale, by 1.142 for every one-point increase on the procedural fairness 
subscale, and by 0.87 for every one-point increase on the police effectiveness subscale. 
Alternatively, perceptions of officer trustworthiness decreased by 2.87 for every one-
point increase on the distributive fairness subscale.  
Discussion 




Contrary to the proposed hypotheses, which were developed based on existing 
relevant research, the MANOVA conducted in the current study demonstrated that 
neither the degree of unverifiable details in the officer’s testimony nor the presence of 
expert testimony on BWC limitations, either independently or whilst interacting, had a 
significant impact on perceptions of officer trustworthiness and guilt. It is worth noting, 
however, that expert testimony was found to have a significant effect on ratings of 
perceived guilt when examining the individual ANOVA findings, with those who viewed 
the expert testimony on BWC limitations rating the officer as less guilty than those who 
did not view the expert testimony. Thus, five of the six hypotheses in the current study 
were not supported. This lack of significant findings may indicate that perceptions of 
officer trustworthiness and guilt are impacted by alternative variables, which may be 
unrelated to the trial itself. For example, it may be the case that juror attitudes toward 
factors such as policing and/or citizen gun possession may be contributing variables.  
Another obvious explanation for the largely non-significant findings in the current 
study could be a lack of power. However, an initial G*Power analysis indicated that a 
sample size of 252 participants would achieve adequate power for the primary analysis, 
and the final sample consisted of 298 participants. This suggests that the thesis did indeed 
have sufficient power. That said, there were other limitations present in the current study, 
which will be discussed in a subsequent section, that may have contributed to the lack of 
support for the research hypotheses. 
In terms of the degree of details included in the officer’s testimony that could not 
be verified through the BWC footage, it was hypothesized that ratings of officer guilt 
would increase when going from none to peripheral to central. Conversely, it was 




hypothesized that ratings of officer trustworthiness would decrease when decrease when 
going from none to peripheral to central unverifiable details in the officer’s testimony. 
These hypotheses were based on existing literature deemed relevant to the current thesis, 
particularly research conducted by Berman et al. (1995). Berman et al. examined 
inconsistent eyewitness testimonies and found that eyewitnesses who provided 
inconsistent testimonies were perceived by jurors as less credible, and jurors were less 
likely to convict as well. Perhaps the current study did not find significance for the degree 
of unverifiable details variable because although the details in the officer’s testimony 
were not verifiable through the BWC footage, they still described events that could have 
possibly occurred off camera, whereas Berman et al. included outright contradictory 
statements in their study. Therefore, it does seem logical that significant findings in the 
current study would be somewhat less likely in comparison to Berman et al.’s research. 
Ultimately, these findings likely suggest that perceptions of officer guilt and 
trustworthiness would have been impacted more by contradictory statements rather than 
through the inclusion of unverifiable details.  
In addition, it was also hypothesized that participants viewing the expert 
testimony on BWC limitations would rate the officer on trial as significantly less guilty, 
and significantly more trustworthy, than those who did not view the expert testimony. 
Although this was not supported by the primary analysis, a follow-up ANOVA 
demonstrated that perceptions of guilt were significantly lower when expert testimony 
was presented than when it was not presented. Thus, though the MANOVA did not 
support these two hypotheses, there is some evidence to suggest that expert testimony 
does impact juror perceptions of defendant guilt (and thus, overall verdicts), as shown by 




the ANOVA findings.  In addition, previous literature does suggest that the presence of 
expert testimony significantly impacts verdicts (e.g., Neitzel et al., 1999), with that same 
literature also offering possible explanations for the non-significant expert testimony 
MANOVA findings in the current study. For instance, though expert testimony has been 
shown to impact perceptions of defendants and overall verdicts, this was especially found 
in scenarios where the expert spoke specifically to the case. In the current study, 
however, the decision was made to keep the expert testimony consistent across conditions 
by not speaking directly to the specifics of the case, as each trial transcript was unique 
given the degree of unverifiable details manipulation. Perhaps significant findings would 
have emerged in the current study if the expert had spoken to the specific details of the 
case.  
Supplementary Findings  
Perceptions of BWC Video Evidence   
 One of the supplementary analyses demonstrated that the presence of expert 
testimony on BWC limitations did have a significant impact on perceptions of credibility 
of BWC evidence, as well as on perceived importance of the BWC video evidence to 
verdict decision. More specifically, participants who viewed the expert testimony on 
BWC limitations rated the BWC evidence as less credible and less important to verdict 
decision than those who did not view the expert testimony. Although there is no 
published literature that has examined perceptions of credibility and importance of BWC 
footage in court, these findings do line up with existing research that suggests that expert 
testimony does generally impact court proceedings. Thus, these findings add to previous 
literature by demonstrating that expert testimony not only impacts perceptions of 




defendants and eyewitnesses, but may also impact perceptions of evidence presented in 
court as well.  
Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire 23 (RLAQ23), Police Legitimacy Scale (PLS), 
and Expert Testimony  
How the PLS and RLAQ23 scales relate to perceptions of guilt and 
trustworthiness of the officer on trial were of additional interest in the current study. 
Thus, three regression analyses were conducted, beginning with an examination of the 
two overall scales and expert testimony as predictor variables for perceptions of officer 
trustworthiness and guilt. Results of this regression analysis demonstrated that all three 
variables were significant predictors of officer guilt, while only the PLS and RLAQ23 
scales were significant predictors of officer trustworthiness.  
It is interesting that expert testimony on BWC limitations was found to be a 
significant predictor of officer guilt, with participants who viewed the expert testimony 
rating the officer as less guilty than those did not view the expert testimony, but it was 
not found to be a significant predictor of officer trustworthiness. These regressions 
findings are in line with those obtained in the two follow-up ANOVAs, which also found 
that expert testimony resulted in significantly lower ratings of guilt but not significantly 
higher ratings of trustworthiness. It could be that expert testimony on BWC limitations 
did not predict perceptions of trustworthiness because participants based their perceptions 
of officer trustworthiness on variables unrelated to the BWC footage. Perhaps expert 
testimony on BWC limitations would have been a significant predictor of officer 
trustworthiness if the BWC footage and officer testimony had been contradictory to one 
another. On the other hand, the finding that expert testimony is a significant predictor of 




perceptions of officer guilt is in line with previous research that suggests that expert 
testimony does significantly influence verdicts and extends these findings to BWC-
specific expert testimony with an officer on trial. 
The RLAQ23 has been demonstrated to predict juror verdicts (e.g., Boehm, 1968; 
Narby et al., 1993); thus, the current study is in line with previous findings in that it 
RLAQ23 did predict both officer guilt and trustworthiness. However, it is interesting to 
note that previous research has typically found higher levels of legal authoritarianism to 
be associated with increased guilty verdicts. The current study actually found the 
opposite with higher levels of legal authoritarianism being associated with lower ratings 
of defendant guilt and higher ratings of trustworthiness. Although the direction of the 
finding is inconsistent with previous literature, it does make sense when you consider the 
fact that the current study involved a police officer on trial versus a civilian non-police 
defendant. When examining the impact that PLS had on perceptions of the officer, it was 
found that higher scores on the PLS indicted more trusting and less guilty perceptions of 
the officer on trial. The PLS has been found to assess positive perceptions of police; 
however, what is interesting in this study is that these positive perceptions of police are 
influential even when the officer is on trial for excessive use of force resulting in murder.  
RLAQ23 Subscales 
The supplementary analyses further investigated the relationship between the 
RLAQ23 and perceptions of officer guilt and trustworthiness by examining the RLAQ23 
subscales as individual predictor variables. Previous literature using the RLAQ23 has 
demonstrated that individuals who score high on authoritarianism have a greater tendency 
to convict, while the reverse is found for anti-authoritarianism, and equalitarianism is not 




associated with any verdict tendencies (Boehm, 1968). Interestingly, the opposite was 
found in the current study. Specifically, as participants scored higher on antiauthoritarian 
and equalitarianism subscales, they were more likely to perceive the officer as guilty. 
Authoritarianism was also approaching significance (p = .052), with participants who 
scored higher on this scale being less likely to convict. These findings are interesting, as 
they suggest that when the defendant on trial is a police officer (rather than a citizen), the 
trends are reversed, just as they were for the overall RLAQ23 scale findings (i.e., those 
who would typically be less likely to convict are more likely to convict, and vice versa). 
This finding, although interesting, is not overly surprising, as participants likely viewed 
the police officer on trial more favourably, and perhaps the victim as more “criminal,” as 
authoritarianism scores increased, and anti-authoritarianism and equalitarianism scores 
decreased. Although it seems this finding has not been directly examined in previous 
published literature, it is in line with what other researchers have predicted. For instance, 
Narby et al. (1993) have suggested that although individuals high on authoritarianism are 
more likely to convict, they may be more likely to acquit when the defendant is perceived 
as a figure of authority (e.g. a police officer). Additionally, Altemeyer (1998) has 
suggested that individuals with high levels of authoritarianism have a number of double 
standards and hypocrisies involving social and legal issues. Such personality types are 
said to be submissive to institutions of authority and are more tolerable of police use of 
force, even if it results in fatality, which would be highly explanatory for the current 
findings (Altemeyer, 1998; Perkins & Bourgeois, 2006).  
Similar results were also found for perceptions of officer trustworthiness. 
However, in this case participants who scored higher on the authoritarianism subscale, 




and lower on the anti-authoritarianism subscale, were more likely to perceive the officer 
on trial as trustworthy, while the equalitarianism subscale was non-significant. Given that 
officer trustworthiness and guilt have a significant negative correlation with one another, 
these findings are in line with the regression analysis examining officer guilt that found 
significant relationships in the opposite direction. That said, it is somewhat unclear why 
equalitarianism was found to be a significant predictor of officer guilt but not 
trustworthiness. It is possible that these two variables are unrelated with regards to 
equalitarianism. 
PLS Subscales 
Similar to the RLAQ23, the supplementary analyses also further investigated the 
relationship between the PLS and perceptions of officer guilt and trustworthiness by 
examining the PLS subscales as individual predictor variables. Results indicated that 
procedural fairness was the only significant predictor of perceptions of both officer guilt 
and trustworthiness. Specifically, participants who scored high on procedural fairness 
were less likely to perceive the officer as guilty, and more likely to perceive him as 
trustworthy. As a reminder, procedural fairness refers to police honesty, impartiality, and 
choices during opportunities for error correction. Thus, the findings are logical given that 
individuals who score higher on procedural fairness believe that police are generally 
honest, impartial, and seek opportunities for error correction, which could certainly result 
in participants perceiving the officer on trial as less guilty and more trustworthy. 
Lawfulness was the only other significant predictor of perceptions of officer 
trustworthiness. Recall that the lawfulness subscale assesses the belief that police follow 
and enforce the law, rather than creating their own laws, which would result in an 




increased perception of trustworthiness in police officers, even when that officer is on 
trial.  
Study Limitations 
There are some limitations within the current thesis that are worth noting. One 
general limitation of the study is the sample, as it consisted of Ontario Tech University 
students, who are not perfectly representative of the larger Canadian population. For 
example, this sample is noticeably younger than the general population, with a mean age 
of 20.62 years (SD = 4.75 years). In addition, Ontario Tech University shares a campus 
and student bridging program with Durham College, which is well known for their police 
foundations program. This affiliation to the college may have resulted in inflated positive 
attitudes toward policing and increased personal relationships with police officers. Thus, 
the findings obtained in this study may not generalize beyond the population examined.  
Another limitation includes the duration of the experiment. Specifically, the 
experiment took an average of 41.23 minutes to complete (SD = 16.72) and involved a 
great deal of reading, particularly with the trial transcript. It is very possible that 
participants had lost interest and did not thoroughly read the transcript, which would have 
reduced the influence of the study manipulations. In order to keep a sizeable sample size, 
participants were only required to successfully answer three of the five manipulation 
check questions. After consideration of basic juror eligibility requirements in Ontario, 
only 376 participants out of original sample of 473 students answered three of the five 
manipulation check questions correctly, which does suggest that attention could have 
been an issue in the current study. Retaining only those participants who answered all 
five manipulation check questions correctly (in addition to juror eligibility and duration 




requirements) would have likely resulted in a more attentive final sample. However, that 
would have reduced the sample to 103 participants rather than 298, which did not provide 
adequate power for the primary data analysis of a two-way MANOVA. Ultimately, with 
the lengthy mock trial transcript, it is possible that participants began to skip through, or 
at least skim, sections of the transcript. Similarly, participants completing the study 
online could have increased the likelihood of inattention in the current study, with more 
distractions than would have been present in a lab setting. 
A limitation more specific to this particular study is the execution of the 
unverified details manipulation, which failed to produce any significant findings. Though 
the unverified details were reiterated in the trial during cross-examination, it is possible 
that this manipulation was still not obvious enough. The decision was made to not bold or 
underline the unverified details, as it was thought this might make the purpose of the 
study too obvious. However, perhaps this would have ensured that participants did not 
miss that particular manipulation. As well, the trial transcript itself is a limitation in the 
current study, as it lacks ecological validity. Similarly, this study focused on juror verdict 
decisions when an actual court case would involve a verdict made by a jury. It is possible 
that jury deliberations would have impacted the final verdict given. Thus, based on these 
limitations, the findings of the current study should be interpreted with caution, as it is 
unknown whether they extend to real-world court cases and jury verdicts.  
Future Research Directions 
Future research could address some of the aforementioned limitations by 
including members of the general public, which would include both students and non-
students, in order to increase the generalizability of the findings. Future research should 




also test the use of video mock trials instead of written transcripts. Using video footage of 
a mock trial could reduce the duration of the study and would likely engage the 
participants in the study more, which would decrease participant inattention. In addition, 
the use of mock trial video footage would help increase the ecological validity of the 
study, as well as allow for manipulation of additional factors, such as race, age, and 
gender of the officer on trial and the expert witness.  
More research is also needed in order to further examine the initial research 
question about whether the inclusion of unverified details in officer testimony impacts 
perceptions of guilt and trustworthiness. If similar findings are found, even when these 
unverified details are made more obvious, it would be interesting to examine whether the 
results would differ when the officer makes actual errors in their testimony, rather than 
just unverifiable statements. This research would be relevant to officers who make an 
honest mistake when recounting the details from a use-of-force incident, as well as those 
who purposely lie about what happened.  
It is also important to note that the findings from the current study could also 
apply to civilians captured on police BWCs who are later charged with an offence and 
end up in front of a jury as defendant. Research should further examine this by focusing 
on a civilian defendant. As mentioned in the review of the literature, there are several key 
limitations to BWCs and perhaps it is important for juries to be made aware of these 
limitations whenever BWC video evidence is presented in court, regardless of whether 
the defendant is a police officer or a civilian. It would also be interesting to see if the 
findings differed depending on the source of the video footage. For example, future 
research could examine whether juror perceptions of defendant guilt and trustworthiness 




are influenced more by BWC footage versus video footage obtained from a security 
camera, bystander’s cellphone, defendant’s cellphone, dashcam, GoPro camera, etc. This 
research would be relevant to both police officer, as well as civilian, defendants.  
In addition, since the current study did find significance, it would be interesting to 
see whether additional research perceptions of BWC video evidence in regard to expert 
testimony would find similar results. More specifically, future research should be 
conducted to examine whether variations in expert testimony (e.g. gender of expert 
witness, specifically speaking to the case, order of when expert is presented, etc.) would 
impact perceptions of BWC video evidence beyond just credibility and importance.  
Future research should also examine whether the supplementary findings from the 
current study can be replicated and whether potential jurors who score high or low on 
PLS or RLAQ23, or their subscales, can be used to accurately predict verdict outcomes. 
This research would again be relevant not just to officers on trial for an excessive use-of-
force incident, but also for civilian defendants. However, it seems possible that the 
findings would be reversed for civilian defendants. For example, high juror scores on the 
PLS and RLAQ23 might predict higher perceptions of guilt and lower perceptions of 
trustworthiness for non-police officer defendants. Future research in this area could also 
examine whether the findings are consistent across various conditions, such as crime type 
and defendant race.   
Conclusion 
The current thesis provides insight into the field of policing and legal proceedings 
through an examination of perceptions of an officer on trial for excessive use of force, 
where BWC footage is presented as evidence. More specifically, the study examined the 




impact of expert testimony on BWC limitations, and degree of details in the officer’s 
testimony that were unverifiable through the BWC footage, on perceptions of officer 
guilt and trustworthiness. The primary analyses revealed that expert testimony and degree 
of unverifiable details in officer testimony, as well as the interaction, did not significantly 
influence perceptions of officer guilt and trustworthiness.  
However, the supplementary analyses suggest that expert testimony may result in 
lower guilty verdicts in trials where BWC video evidence is presented for officers on 
trial. Future research is necessary to see how this finding applies to non-police defendants 
as well, as BWC evidence could be used in those cases as well. Expert testimony on 
BWC limitations resulted in participants rating the BWC footage as less credible and less 
important to their verdict. This finding has practical implications for both officers and 
citizens on trial where BWC footage is presented as evidence, as there are many 
limitations to BWC footage that jurors may not be aware of. As well, the inclusion of 
BWC footage as video evidence in court is likely going to increase considerably in 
upcoming years, as more police agencies adopt this technology.  
In addition, the RLAQ23 subscale and overall scores, were found to have the 
reverse impact on verdicts when the individual on trial is an officer. Generally speaking, 
individuals high on authoritarianism have greater tendencies to convict, while the reverse 
is true for anti-authoritarianism. However, in this officer on trial study the opposite was 
found. Just a few weeks following data collection, Minneapolis man George Floyd died 
at the hands of police. This tragic incident had resulted in an international Black Lives 
Matter movement that resulted in the discussions and trials regarding other black 
individuals who have died as a result of police brutality. The effects that the RLAQ23 




subscales have on perceptions of guilt of an officer on trial has great implications for the 
current and upcoming police brutality trials.  
Most importantly, the purpose of this research has been to educate legal 
proceedings, academics, and citizens about the potential impact of BWC video evidence. 
It is with great hopes that this thesis assists in the education of jurors, in order to provide 
better informed verdicts. Additionally, the current research is merely a glimpse into an 
unexplored topic, while future research is necessary to provide greater insight on the 
implications of BWCs and its use in legal proceedings. 
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Title of Research Study: Decision Making in Police Use of Force Trials 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study entitled “Decision Making in Police Use 
of Force Trials.” Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. This study has 
been reviewed by the University of Ontario Institute of Technology Research Ethics 
Board (REB #15507) and was originally approved on November 18th, 2019.  
 
The purpose of an informed consent form is to make sure that you understand the purpose 
of the study and your involvement as a participant. The informed consent form must 
include enough information regarding the study for you to be able to make a well-
informed decision regarding whether or not you would like to partake in the study. Feel 
free to contact the Researcher (see contact information below) with any questions that 
you might have about the study. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
participant in this study, please contact the Research Ethics Coordinator at 1-905-721-
8668 ext. 3693 or researchethics@uoit.ca. 
 
Title of Research Study: Decision Making in Police Use of Force Trials 
 
Researchers:  
Rangina Wardak (Masters Student, Principal Investigator, Rangina.Wardak@uoit.ca) 
Dr. Karla Emeno (Faculty Supervisor, Karla.Emeno@uoit.ca) 
 
Purpose and task requirements:  
This is a study to evaluate how people process trial information. During this study you 
will be asked to complete a brief demographic questionnaire. Following this, you will 
read a mock trial transcript that describes a police use of force incident that involves a 
criminal charge. You will be asked to watch a video of a real event that was captured by 
the police officer’s body-worn camera. You will be asked to read the entire fictitious 
transcript based on the real event and then answer questions, including some 
questionnaires. Participating in this study will require approximately 45 minutes of your 
time.  
 
Potential Benefits:  
Although you will be compensated for participating in this study (i.e., 1.0 mark will be 
added to your SONA account for in-person study participants and 0.5 marks for online 
participants), you will not benefit directly from participating in this study. 
 
Potential Risk or Discomforts:  
You will be asked to read about a real incident where an officer was involved in a use of 
force event where he ended up using lethal force. You will also be asked to view body-
worn camera footage of the incident. Participants may find aspects of the study 
distressing. If you anticipate that reading or seeing such material and/or providing 




judgements about the case may cause you discomfort or anxiety, you may choose not to 
participate. If you do decide to participate, but at any point during the study you feel 
discomfort or anxiety, you can withdraw. You will not experience any negative 
consequences if you decide to withdraw from the study. 
 
Confidentiality:  
Your privacy shall be respected. No information about your identity will be shared or 
published without your permission, unless required by law. Confidentiality will be 
provided to the fullest extent possible by law, professional practice, and ethical codes of 
conduct. Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in transit 
over the Internet. The data collected in this study are confidential and your name will 
never be associated with your responses. You will not be required to provide your name 
at any point during the survey. Instead your responses to the survey will only be 
identifiable by a participant number, which cannot be linked to your name. Data collected 
via this survey is secure and is password protected; as well, all data collected will be 
stored in a secure area. The data will be used for teaching and research purposes, but it 
will only be presented in aggregate/group form (i.e., no individual’s data will ever be 
identified). The anonymous aggregated/grouped data may be shared with other 
researchers as required by the ethics and publication guidelines of psychology.  
 
Right to Withdraw:  
Your participation is voluntary, and you can answer only those questions that you are 
comfortable with answering. You have the right to exit the survey at any point. If you 
withdraw from the research project at any time, any data that you have contributed will 
be removed from the study and you need not offer any reason for doing making this 
request. Once your data is submitted, it cannot be removed from the study due to the 
anonymous nature of the survey. The information that is shared will be held in strict 
confidence and discussed only with the research team. 
 
Compensation:  
You will receive 1.0 credits on your SONA account for participating in person in the 
study and 0.5 credits for online participation. You can choose to withdraw at anytime 
from the study and still receive the credit.  
 
Participant Concerns and Reporting:  
If you have any questions concerning the research study or experience any discomfort 
related to the study, please contact the researchers, Rangina Wardak 
(Rangina.Wardak@uoit.ca) or 
Dr. Karla Emeno (Karla.Emeno@uoit.ca; 905-721-8668 x 5972). Any questions 
regarding your rights as a participant, complaints, or adverse events may be addressed to 
the Ontario Tech University Research Ethics Board through the Research Ethics 
Coordinator, at 905-721-8668 x 3693 (researchethics@uoit.ca)  
 
Consent to Participate: I have read and understood the above description of the study 
entitled “Decision Making in Police Use of Force Trials.” Any questions I had regarding 
this consent form have been addressed. 





By clicking on the “Next” button below, I am indicating that I consent to participate in 
this study and allow the researchers conducting this study to use the data for research 
and/or teaching purposes, which includes secondary analysis of the anonymized data (for 
example, a different researcher using the data to address a new research question). My 
agreement to participate in this study in no way constitutes a waiver of any rights to legal 












We want to learn more about you!  
 
Please answer these questions about yourself. Keep in mind that all answers remain 
anonymous.  
 
1. Are you a Canadian Citizen?  Yes/No  
2. Are you 18 years of age or older?  Yes/No 
3.  Have you ever been convicted of a felony?  Yes/No  
     If yes, have you received a formal pardon?  Yes/No 
4.  Have you ever been involved in a police use of force encounter? Yes/No 
5.  Have you ever witnessed a police use-of-force encounter? Yes/No 
6.  Have you ever been recorded by a police body-worn camera? Yes/No 
7. Are you fluent in the English language?  Yes/No 
8. What is your age? ______ (years) 
9. What is your gender? _________ 
10. Have you lived in Canada all your life?  Yes/No 
    If not, how many years have you lived in Canada? 





❐ Indigenous (e.g., First Nations, Inuk, Métis)  
❐ Japanese 
❐ Korean 
❐ Latin American 
❐ South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan) 
❐ Southeast Asian (e.g., Vietnamese, Cambodian, Malaysian, Loatian) 
❐ West Asian (e.g., Iranian, Afghan) 
❐ White (Caucasian) 
❐ Other (please specify): _____________________ 




13. Please indicate your political affiliation: 
❐ Bloc Quebecois 
❐ Conservative 
❐ Green Party 





❐ New Democratic Party (NDP) 
❐ None 
❐ Other (please specify): ______________________________ 
14. Please indicate your level of education: 
❐ some high school 
❐ graduated high school 
❐ some college/university 
❐ graduated college/university bachelors 
❐ graduated with a graduate degree (Master’s, Ph.D.) 
❐ medical degree 
❐ Other: Please specify______________ 
15. What Faculty are you in? 
❐ Faculty of Business and Information Technology 
❐ Faculty of Education 
❐ Faculty of Engineering and Applied Science 
❐ Faculty of Energy Systems and Nuclear Science 
❐ Faculty of Health Sciences 
❐ Faculty of Science 
❐ Faculty of Social Science and Humanities 
16. What is your current academic year? 
❐ 1st year 
❐ 2nd year 
❐ 3rd year 
❐ 4th year or higher 
17. Are you interested in pursuing a career in policing?  Yes/No 
 





Police Legitimacy Scale 
Please Rate the statements below on the following scale: 
 
Very Unlikely Unlikely Likely Very Likely 
1 2 3 4 
 
Lawfulness 
1. When the police deal with people, they always behave according to the law. 
2. If I were to talk to police officers in my community, I would find their values to be 
very similar to my own. 
3. The police act in ways that are consistent with my own moral values. 
 
Procedural Fairness 
4. The police treat citizens with respect.  
5. The police take time to listen to people. 
6. The police treat people fairly. 
7. The police respect citizens’ rights. 
8. The police are courteous to citizens they come into contact with. 
9. The police treat everyone with dignity. 
10. The police make decisions based on the facts. 
 
Distributive Fairness 
11. The police provide the same quality of service to all citizens. 
12. The police enforce the law consistently when dealing with people. 
13. The police make sure citizens receive the outcomes they deserve under the law. 
 
Police Effectiveness 
14. Crime levels in my neighbourhood have changed for the better in the last year. 
15. There are not many instances of crime in my neighbourhood. 
16. I feel safe walking in my neighbourhood. 




To what extent are your views expressed above a result of exposure to the police 
through: 
 
1. The media (television coverage, newspaper, radio, etc.): 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
   Not At All              A Little                Somewhat                 A Lot            Extremely 
 
2. Direct personal experience with the police: 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
  Not At All              A Little                Somewhat                 A Lot            Extremely 
 
3.  Hearing about how others have been treated by the police:  
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
   Not At All              A Little                Somewhat                 A Lot            Extremely 
  





Items of the Revised Legal Attitudes Questionnaire 
Please read each item carefully and give as true a picture as possible of your own beliefs 
by writing in the number 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 as appropriate. 
1. Strongly Disagree 
2. Moderately Disagree 
3. Slightly Disagree  
4. Slightly Agree 
5. Moderately Agree 
6. Strongly Agree 
 
1. Unfair treatment of underprivileged groups and classes is the chief cause of crime. 
(AA, R) 
2. Too many obviously guilty persons escape punishment because of legal technicalities. 
(A) 
3. Evidence illegally obtained should be admissible in court if such evidence is the only 
way of obtaining a conviction. (A) 
4. Search warrants should clearly specify the person or things to be seized. (E, R) 
5. No one should be convicted of a crime on the basis of circumstantial evidence, no 
matter how strong such evidence is. (AA, R) 
6. There is no need in a criminal case for the accused to prove his innocence beyond a 
reasonable doubt. (E, R) 
7. Any person who resists arrest commits a crime. (A) 
8. When determining a person's guilt or innocence, the existence of a prior arrest record 
should not be considered. (E, R) 
9. Wiretapping by anyone and for any reason should be completely illegal. (AA, R) 
10. Defendants in a criminal case should be required to take the witness stand. (A) 
11. All too often, minority group members do not get fair trials. (E, R) 
12. Because of the oppression and persecution minority group members suffer, they 
deserve leniency and special treatment in the courts. (AA, R) 
13. Citizens need to be protected against excess police power as well as against criminals. 
(E, R) 
14. It is better for society that several guilty men be freed than one innocent one 
wrongfully imprisoned. (E, R) 
15. Accused persons should be required to take lie-detector tests. (A) 
16. When there is a “hung” jury in a criminal case, the defendant should always be freed 
and the indictment dismissed. (AA, R) 
17. A society with true freedom and equality for all would have very little crime. (AA, R) 
18. It is moral and ethical for a lawyer to represent a defendant in a criminal case even 
when he believes his client is guilty. (E, R) 
19. Police should be allowed to arrest and question suspicious looking persons to 
determine whether they have been up to something illegal. (A) 
20. The law coddles criminals to the detriment of society. (A) 
21. The freedom of society is endangered as much by overzealous law enforcement as by 
the acts of individual criminals. (E, R) 




22. In the long run, liberty is more important than order. (E, R) 
23. Upstanding citizens have nothing to fear from the police. (A) 
 
Note. Identification of subscales Authoritarianism (A), Anti-authoritarianism (AA) and 
Equalitarianism (E) is given immediately following each item. Items that are reverse-
coded on the overall RLAQ scale are indicated with an R following the subscale 
identification. These labels will not be visible during the study. 







Please read the following transcript carefully and answer the questions that follow:  
 
Background Information: 
Alleged Crime: Second Degree Murder 
Victim: Scott Secord 




Judge: Officer James Mitchell has been charged with Section 231 of the Canadian 
Criminal Code: Second Degree Murder. He has pleaded not guilty to this charge.  The 
first and most important principle of law applicable to every criminal case is the 
presumption of innocence. Officer James Mitchell enters the proceedings presumed to be 
innocent, and the presumption of innocence remains throughout the case unless the 
Crown, on the evidence put before you, satisfies you beyond a reasonable doubt that he is 
guilty. 
Two rules flow from the presumption of innocence. One is that the Crown bears the 
burden of proving guilt. The other is that guilt must be proved beyond a reasonable 
doubt. These rules are inextricably linked with the presumption of innocence to ensure 
that no innocent person is convicted. 
The burden of proof rests with the Crown and never shifts. There is no burden on 
Officer James Mitchell to prove that he is innocent. he does not have to prove anything. 
Now what does the expression “beyond a reasonable doubt” mean? A reasonable 
doubt is not an imaginary or frivolous doubt. It is not based on sympathy for or prejudice 
against anyone involved in the proceedings. Rather, it is based on reason and common 
sense. It is a doubt that arises logically from the evidence or from an absence of evidence. 
Even if you believe the accused is probably guilty or likely guilty, this is not 
sufficient. In those circumstances, you must give the benefit of the doubt to the accused 
and acquit because the Crown has failed to satisfy you of the guilt of the accused beyond 
a reasonable doubt. On the other hand, you must remember that it is virtually impossible 
to prove anything to an absolute certainty and the Crown is not required to do so. Such a 
standard of proof is impossibly high. In short if, based on the evidence before the court, 
you are sure that the accused committed the offence you should convict since this 
demonstrates that you are satisfied of his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.  
To make your decision, you must consider carefully, and with an open mind, all the 
evidence presented during the trial. You must consider the evidence and make your 
decision without sympathy, prejudice or fear. You must not be influenced by public 
opinion. Your duty as jurors is to assess the evidence impartially. At the end of the trial, 
you will be given specific and detailed instructions about the rules of law that apply to 
this case. 
 
Crown Opening Statement: The Crown will prove that, in a confrontation with 




Scott Secord, Officer James Mitchell shot Mr. Secord while he was on the ground prone 
while the first officer on the scene, Officer David Duford, had punched and pushed Mr. 
Secord to the ground. Although Mr. Secord was in possession of a 9mm Beretta, he was 
fleeing from the officers and had in no way moved for his gun when he was shot. The 
Defence will try to tell you a convenient and impossible story to explain away Officer 
Mitchell’s actions, all to protect him from taking responsibility for them. However, this 
was not an appropriate use of force. Officer Mitchell saw an opportunity to take down 
Mr. Secord the easy way, when Mr. Secord had no chance to resist. He shot a man who 
was scared, confused, and in no way a threat to the officer. Officer Mitchell’s actions 
were excessive, unreasonable, and unnecessary. We will prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt that James Mitchell is guilty of second degree murder, and we will ask you to 
return a verdict of guilty. 
Defence’s Opening Statement: Ladies and gentlemen, the Crown wants you to 
ignore some very compelling facts. You will hear from the defendant, an upstanding 
officer with many years’ experience, that Scott Secord posed a lethal threat. You will 
hear testimony confirming that Mr. Secord had been acting suspiciously outside a gas 
station convenience store, the very same store he had been warned to stay away from due 
to previous loitering and suspicious behaviour. He was outside that store acting 
suspiciously with his car in the parking lot running at the time the two officers 
approached him. Scott Secord refused to comply with Officers Duford and Mitchell when 
asked to come to the officers so that he could be questioned. When Secord accidentally 
revealed he had a handgun in his waistband, he defied the officer’s commands to put his 
hands up and instead he ran, moving his hand towards his gun. While Officer Duford 
struggled with Mr. Secord, Officer Mitchell saw the struggle on the ground for the 
handgun and at one point saw the handgun pointed at his fellow officer’s head. He did the 
only thing he could do; Officer Mitchell shot Mr. Secord to protect the life of his partner 
and everyone at that gas station. Officer Mitchell did what he was trained to do. He 
protected himself, his fellow officer, and the innocent bystanders at the scene. Consistent 
with his training, Officer Mitchell continued shooting the subject until the threat was 
eliminated. His actions that night were reasonable and necessary to preserve his life and 
the lives of others. It will become obvious to you, ladies and gentlemen, that had Officer 
Mitchell not acted in self-defence, the officers or innocent bystanders might now be dead; 
this is not a stretch of the imagination, as the Crown will try to make you believe. You 
will find there is plenty of room for reasonable doubt regarding the Crown’s unfair and 
inaccurate portrayal of the incident. Don’t send a good officer to jail for the Crown’s poor 
understanding of police shootings. Return a verdict of not guilty due to the fact that the 
officer made a reasonable and necessary use of force decision in the line of duty to 
protect life. 
[The Crown calls their first witness, Steve Coleman, to take the stand] 
Crown Witness, Steve Coleman 
Crown:  Could you please introduce yourself to the jury, and tell them why you are 
here testifying today? 
Coleman:  My name is Steve Coleman. I was outside having a drink and a smoke when 
the police came up to talk to a guy standing outside. 
 
Crown:  Please take a look at this photo? Was this the man you were speaking to? 




Coleman:  Yeah, that was him. 
 
Crown:  Let the records show that the witness has identified Scott Secord. 
 
Crown:  Did you know Scott Secord? 
Coleman:  No. We were just chatting outside of the store. I only know his name 
because of what happened afterwards.  
 
Crown:  What did you see happen? 
Coleman:  I was just chatting to this guy when a cop drove up, got out of the car and 
started to talk to him. Then a second cop showed up and I decided to go back into the 
store. From there I suddenly heard shouting like “Stop! Stop!” and stuff like that. I saw 
outside the window one of the cops wrestling with the guy on the ground and the next 
instant I heard a gunshot, a pause and then I heard a ton of gunshots while the guy was 
lying on the ground. The second officer had shot him several times. After that more cops 
came and an ambulance, but the guy was dead.  
 





Defence:  Mr. Coleman, it must have been very traumatic for you to see that 
altercation between Mr. Secord and the police.  
Coleman: It was. I never saw anyone shot before, not for real. 
 
Defence:  You had gone into the store before the physical altercation occurred, 
correct? 
Coleman:  Yes.   
 
Defence:  How clear was your vantage point from the store? Were there things, 
obstructions, in your vision, like items on shelves or signs in the window?   
Coleman:  Couldn’t see great I guess. There were a couple of stickers on the window 
and some stuff on shelves, but I could see that the guy was on the ground doing nothing 
when the cop shot him a whole bunch.   
 
Defence:  You confirmed your field of vision was obstructed. Did you see the gun 
Mr. Secord had in his waistband?  
Coleman: No. But it all happened so fast.  
 
Defence:  Could you tell from your obstructed view inside the store whether Officer 
Duford and Mr. Secord had gone to the ground grappling over control of Mr. Secord’s 
illegal firearm?   
Coleman: No, it happened too fast. 
 
Defence: Thank you Mr. Coleman. That will be all. 





[The Crown calls their second witness, Eric Lalonde, to take the stand] 
 
Crown Witness, Eric Lalonde 
 
Crown: Could you please state your name, occupation, and where you were during 
the incident that took place April 12th for the court? 
Lalonde: My name is Eric Lalonde; I work at the Texaco convenience store. I had 
called the police when I noticed Mr. Secord hanging around acting suspicious.  
 
Crown:  Can you describe what you mean by ‘acting suspicious’? 
Lalonde:  Certainly. He never came in the store, just kept hanging out outside talking 
occasionally to people and he kept his car running the whole time.  
 
Crown:  Had you any other reason to be suspicious of Mr. Secord other than his 
behaviour at the time? 
Lalonde:  Yes, I have a photo of him by the cash so that anyone who works there and 
sees him knows to call the police. I had warned him before not to keep coming by and 
loitering. You’re not allowed to loiter and he was doing it a lot. I saw him at least five 
times in the past month just hanging around and never buying anything.  
 
Crown: What about the night in question, Mr. Lalonde, what did you see then? 
Lalonde: I saw him, Secord, talking to a couple of customers who were standing 
outside when an officer came up to speak to him. Not two seconds later a second officer 
was there hanging back a bit. They kept asking him to come over and talk to them and he 
kept not going near them. Then he did something with his clothes, pulling up his shirt it 
seemed, and suddenly the police were yelling, he ran and they chased and caught up to 
him in like 2 seconds.  One cop was wrestling with him on the ground and the other was 
standing off to the side with his gun out. The next thing I know there were several gun 
shots with the guy on the ground.  
 
Crown: During the time before the gun shots, before he ran, did you witness Mr. 
Secord acting aggressively in any way? 
Lalonde: No, he never swore or said anything bad. He was asking why they wanted 
to speak to him.  
 
Crown: You mentioned several shots. Was Mr. Secord on the ground before or after 
you heard the first shot? 
Lalonde: He was on the ground before the first shot and the officer that had been 
wrestling with him had moved away from him. Then I heard several shots. 
 
Crown: How many shots did you hear fired? 
Lalonde: It was a lot. Way more than 10, maybe 20. 
 
Crown: Did you see Mr. Secord holding a gun at the time he was shot? 
Lalonde: No, I didn’t see any gun. 









Defence: You mentioned that Mr. Secord did not act aggressively towards the police. 
But did he comply with the officer’s request to come over and talk to the officers?  
Lalonde: No, he didn’t. In fact, he started to run when the first cop approached him. 
 
Defence: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde.  
 
Note: The following defence witness testimony, cross-examination, and rebuttal 
of Officer James Mitchell will vary by condition. 
 
 
NO UNVERIABLE DETAILS CONDITION 
 
[The Defence calls their first witness, James Mitchell, to take the stand] 
 
Defence Witness, Officer James Mitchell 
 
 
Defence:  Can you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Mitchell:  My name is James Mitchell. I am a Sergeant with the Samton Police 
Service. I have been an officer for 5 years.  
 
Defence:   I’d like you to think back to the evening of April 12th, 2014. Would you 
please tell the court what happened? 
Mitchell:   I had received a call about a possible armed suspect hanging outside of the 
Texaco on McCarthy Street. I was given his description and told he had been loitering 
and acting suspiciously with a car running in the parking lot. He had been identified as 
Mr. Scott Secord.  I knew we had to proceed with caution as he was known to us from a 
previous encounter that had turned violent and he had been armed. I was told to locate 
Mr. Secord, back up the other officer arriving at the scene, search him for a weapon, and 
bring him in for questioning.  
 
Defence:  Why did you think Mr. Secord was armed? 
Mitchell:  I didn’t know for sure, but due to the content of the dispatch message, I 
believe it was a concern that he might be considering robbing the store and therefore 
might be armed. We’re trained as officers to be prepared for the worst. I saw him in the 
parking lot, stopped my cruiser, and got out of it. I then began recording and approached 
him.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? If you could please read based on your incident 
report which you had to file after the incident? 
Mitchell:   Based on what I had written in my report, Mr. Secord had been standing 




outside the store in a parking lot that had 3 cars. He was standing by a trashcan, talking to 
two men by a black car. Meanwhile Officer Duford, who was the first officer on the 
scene, told Mr. Secord to come talk to us, where we were standing. Secord kept asking 
what he had done, insisting he was doing nothing. The bystander by the door went inside 
the store. Secord seemed agitated, on edge. He was asked again by Officer Duford to 
come speak to us. He did not comply. I then saw him put his hand in his pocket. I warned 
him to keep his hands out of his pocket. It was then that he insisted again he was up to 
nothing and he pulled up his black hoodie to show he was not a threat. That’s when I saw 
the handgun in the waistband of his jeans. I told him he had to put his hands up, to stop. 
We both warned him to not go near the gun. Then Officer Duford approached him. I saw 
Secord’s left hand moved towards his gun and he turned and ran. I drew my gun, ran to 
offer back up to my fellow officer while yelling at Mr. Secord to “stop, drop the gun” I 
ran to cover my fellow officer. Officer Duford and Mr. Secord fell to the ground during 
the altercation and I saw them wrestling for control of Secord’s gun. At one point I saw 
the barrel of the gun pointed towards Officer Duford’s face. I was under extreme stress. I 
saw a clear shot and fired once. When Officer Duford was clear, I continued to fire until 
the suspect was no longer a threat.  
 
Defence:   What was your thought process at that time? 
Mitchell:   That Mr. Secord could shoot Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot or along the road. I had to shoot. I couldn’t take the risk of letting him get off 
a shot and possibly kill someone.  
 
Defence:  How many times did you fire? 
Mitchell: Fifteen times.  
 
Defence:  What happened then? 
Mitchell:   He stopped moving. I approached him, weapon still drawn, telling him not 
to move, as did my fellow officer. We handcuffed him, searched him for any other 
weapons and called in paramedics and more officers to come in to attend the downed 
suspect and secure the scene.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? 
Mitchell:   I maintained a secure scene until the other officers arrived. The 
paramedics arrived at the same time. I relinquished the scene to the other officers and 
gave them my statement.  
 
Defence: Just so we are all clear, was Mr. Secord posing a threat at the time you 
decided to fire your weapon?   
Mitchell:  Yes. When I made the decision to fire, the suspect had his gun facing my 
partner, Officer Duford, and was presenting a full-front threat. 
 
Defence:  How do you account for the several shots fired after Officer Duford had 
disarmed Mr. Secord? 
Mitchell:  Between the time that Mr. Secord had the gun and the time I pulled the 
trigger of my gun, he could have shot his gun. It only takes a split-second for everything 




to change – for him to have aimed that gun at Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot and take a shot. He could have had another weapon on him. We had no way 
of knowing so I continued to fire my weapon. Consistent with my training, I made the 
decision to fire my weapon and continue to fire my weapon because if he fired his first or 
had another weapon on him, he could have seriously injured or killed my partner, me or 
another person.  
 
Defence:  After the incident, what did you learn in the course of the investigation that 
followed about Scott Secord? 
Mitchell:  The investigation team found 18 illegal firearms in his apartment. 
 
Defence: Thank you officer Mitchell. Those are all the questions I have at this time. 
 
Defence: I would like at this time to enter into evidence Exhibit A, the video footage 
of the incident from the body-worn video camera Office Mitchell wore that day which 
clearly backs up Officer Mitchell’s testimony that Mr. Secord was not compliant, had a 
weapon and entered in a deadly match for control of said weapon, resulting in shots fired 
to stop Secord, protect his fellow officer and everyone at that store and gas station that 
night. 
 





Crown: Officer Mitchell, can you confirm that what we just saw was the video 
footage from your police issued body-worn video camera? 
Mitchell: Yes.  
 
Crown: Your account of the incident seems awfully self-serving.    
Mitchell:  I don’t see any of what’s happened as self-serving. I had to fire my 
weapon to protect my partner and myself. My account of the incident is exactly how I 
remember it.  
 
Crown:  So, even though Mr. Secord had turned to run and had never aimed at you 
directly, you still maintain that he could have shot you or someone else?  
Mitchell:  I don’t know. I just know that I saw a threat, and I feared for my life. 
When I fired the shot, Mr. Secord was pointing the gun at Officer Duford.  
 
Crown: Maybe you just want to remember it that way? 
Mitchell:  That is what happened. 
 
Crown: And what about the amount of times you shot him? Was that not excessive? 
Mitchell:  No, it was not. I followed my training. When there is a lethal threat then it 
is reasonable in that situation to use deadly force to stop the threat.  
 




Crown: You say he did not aim directly at you but you shot him fifteen times. Fifteen 
times, Officer Mitchell. Could you not have used your training to wound and disarm the 
young man?  
Mitchell: We are trained to shoot at a person’s core, their centre of mass. We are 
more likely to hit the target and there is a smaller chance of stray bullets that might harm 
others. It is important to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: What threat did Mr. Secord continue to pose when your partner had 
successfully disarmed him? You stated that you continued to shoot as he might have had 
another weapon on him. Did he have a weapon in his hand after the other officer had 
taken Mr. Secord’s gun?  
Mitchell: No, he did not, but he could have pulled one at any moment. 
 
Crown: But he didn’t pull a second weapon, did he, Officer Mitchell? 
Mitchell: No, he did not. 
 
Crown: In fact, your search, after having shot Mr. Secord 15 times, revealed that he 
had no other weapons on him, only the one handgun which Officer Duford had taken 
possession of during the altercation, is that not correct? 
Mitchell: That is correct. 
 
Crown: But you say this man was a threat even though his gun was taken? 
Mitchell: He had a gun and posed a serious, lethal threat. Officer Duford had taken 
possession of the gun only after I had shot my gun. 
 
Crown:  But you kept shooting even after he was disarmed? 
Mitchell:  It happened very quickly and as I stated, there was no way for us to know 
that he didn’t have another weapon on him so he remained a threat.  
 
Crown: That supposed threat was a 35-year-old man with a life and a future that you 
took away from him, Officer Mitchell. Tell me, did you give a full statement at the time 
immediately following the incident? 
Mitchell: No. I gave a partial statement and then later at the station gave a full one. A 
few hours had passed between the initial and the full statement.  
 
Crown: You needed time to think up a good story? 
Mitchell:  No, I was very stressed after the event. I wasn’t in a place to be making a 
formal statement. I needed time to recover first. 
Crown: Again, very convenient.  
 
Crown: I have no more questions at this time.  
 
[Rebuttal – Defence] 
 
Defence: Officer Mitchell, you mentioned that Scott Secord presented a threat to your 
fellow officer. Did he present a threat to the public? 




Mitchell: Yes, we were in the parking lot of a convenience store by a gas station. 
Anyone could be walking by or driving by at any moment and anyone in the store.   
 
Defence: Thank you Officer Mitchell. That will be all.  




Note: The following defence testimony will incorporate central limitations of 
BWC (i.e. fixed period of time and view, overlooked perceptual effects of high stress, 
and variations between the human eye and camera footage). These limitations are 
denoted in bold.  
 
CENTRAL UNVERIFIABLE DETAILS CONDITION 
 
[The Defence calls their first witness, James Mitchell, to take the stand] 
 
Defence Witness, Officer James Mitchell 
 
 
Defence:  Can you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Mitchell:  My name is James Mitchell. I am a Sergeant with the Samton Police 
Service. I have been an officer for 5 years.  
 
Defence:   I’d like you to think back to the evening of April 12th, 2014. Would you 
please tell the court what happened? 
Mitchell:   I had received a call about a possible armed suspect hanging outside of the 
Texaco on McCarthy Street. I was given his description and told he had been loitering 
and acting suspiciously with a car running in the parking lot. He had been identified as 
Mr. Scott Secord.  I knew we had to proceed with caution as he was known to us from a 
previous encounter that had turned violent and he had been armed. I was told to locate 
Mr. Secord, back up the other officer arriving at the scene, search him for a weapon, and 
bring him in for questioning.  
 
Defence:  Why did you think Mr. Secord was armed? 
Mitchell:  I didn’t know for sure, but due to the content of the dispatch message, I 
believe it was a concern that he might be considering robbing the store and therefore 
might be armed. We’re trained as officers to be prepared for the worst. I saw him in the 
parking lot, stopped my cruiser, and got out of it. I heard the suspect shout “it’s not 
over yet” at somebody inside the Texaco. I then began recording and approached him.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? If you could please read based on your incident 
report which you had to file after the incident? 
Mitchell:   Based on what I had written in my report, Mr. Secord had been standing 
outside the store in a parking lot that had 3 cars. He was standing by a trashcan, talking to 
two men by a black car. Meanwhile Officer Duford, who was the first officer on the 
scene, told Mr. Secord to come talk to us, where we were standing. Secord kept asking 
what he had done, insisting he was doing nothing. The bystander by the door went inside 
the store. Secord seemed agitated, on edge. He was asked again by Officer Duford to 
come speak to us. He did not comply. I turned my head to the left and saw the one of 
the men he was talking to earlier close by, and potentially in harm’s way. I then saw 
him put his hand in his pocket. I warned him to keep his hands out of his pocket. It was 
then that he insisted again he was up to nothing and he pulled up his black hoodie to 
show he was not a threat. That’s when I saw the handgun in the waistband of his jeans. I 




told him he had to put his hands up, to stop. We both warned him to not go near the gun. 
Then Officer Duford approached him. I saw Secord’s left hand moved towards his gun 
and he turned and ran. I drew my gun, ran to offer back up to my fellow officer while 
yelling at Mr. Secord to “stop, drop the gun” I ran to cover my fellow officer. Officer 
Duford and Mr. Secord fell to the ground during the altercation and I saw them wrestling 
for control of Secord’s gun. At one point I saw the barrel of the gun pointed towards 
Officer Duford’s face. I was under extreme stress. I was under extreme stress and 
thought I heard my partner shout at me “shoot him now”. I saw a clear shot and fired 
once. It was dark outside and hard to see whether I had stopped the threat. When 
Officer Duford was clear, I continued to fire until the suspect was no longer a threat.  
 
Defence:   What was your thought process at that time? 
Mitchell:   That Mr. Secord could shoot Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot or along the road. I had to shoot. I couldn’t take the risk of letting him get off 
a shot and possibly kill someone.  
 
Defence:  How many times did you fire? 
Mitchell: Fifteen times.  
 
Defence:  What happened then? 
Mitchell:   He stopped moving. I approached him, weapon still drawn, telling him not 
to move, as did my fellow officer. We handcuffed him, searched him for any other 
weapons and called in paramedics and more officers to come in to attend the downed 
suspect and secure the scene.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? 
Mitchell:   I maintained a secure scene until the other officers arrived. The 
paramedics arrived at the same time. I relinquished the scene to the other officers and 
gave them my statement.  
 
Defence: Just so we are all clear, was Mr. Secord posing a threat at the time you 
decided to fire your weapon?   
Mitchell:  Yes. When I made the decision to fire, the suspect had his gun facing my 
partner, Officer Duford, and was presenting a full-front threat. 
 
Defence:  How do you account for the several shots fired after Officer Duford had 
disarmed Mr. Secord? 
Mitchell:  Between the time that Mr. Secord had the gun and the time I pulled the 
trigger of my gun, he could have shot his gun. It only takes a split-second for everything 
to change – for him to have aimed that gun at Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot and take a shot. He could have had another weapon on him. We had no way 
of knowing so I continued to fire my weapon. Consistent with my training, I made the 
decision to fire my weapon and continue to fire my weapon because if he fired his first or 
had another weapon on him, he could have seriously injured or killed my partner, me or 
another person.  
 




Defence:  After the incident, what did you learn in the course of the investigation that 
followed about Scott Secord? 
Mitchell:  The investigation team found 18 illegal firearms in his apartment. 
 
Defence: Thank you officer Mitchell. Those are all the questions I have at this time. 
 
Defence: I would like at this time to enter into evidence Exhibit A, the video footage 
of the incident from the body-worn video camera Office Mitchell wore that day which 
clearly backs up Officer Mitchell’s testimony that Mr. Secord was not compliant, had a 
weapon and entered in a deadly match for control of said weapon, resulting in shots fired 
to stop Secord, protect his fellow officer and everyone at that store and gas station that 
night. 
 




Crown: Officer Mitchell, can you confirm that what we just saw was the video 
footage from your police issued body-worn video camera? 
Mitchell: Yes.  
 
Crown: Your account of the incident seems awfully self-serving.    
Mitchell:  I don’t see any of what’s happened as self-serving. I had to fire my 
weapon to protect my partner and myself. My account of the incident is exactly how I 
remember it.  
 
Crown:  So, even though Mr. Secord had turned to run and had never aimed at you 
directly, you still maintain that he could have shot you or someone else?  
Mitchell:  I don’t know. I just know that I saw a threat, and I feared for my life. 
When I fired the shot, Mr. Secord was pointing the gun at Officer Duford.  
 
Crown: Maybe you just want to remember it that way? 
Mitchell:  That is what happened. 
 
Crown: And what about the amount of times you shot him? Was that not excessive? 
Mitchell:  No, it was not. I followed my training. When there is a lethal threat then it 
is reasonable in that situation to use deadly force to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: You say he did not aim directly at you but you shot him fifteen times. Fifteen 
times, Officer Mitchell. Could you not have used your training to wound and disarm the 
young man?  
Mitchell: We are trained to shoot at a person’s core, their centre of mass. We are 
more likely to hit the target and there is a smaller chance of stray bullets that might harm 
others. It is important to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: What threat did Mr. Secord continue to pose when your partner had 




successfully disarmed him? You stated that you continued to shoot as he might have had 
another weapon on him. Did he have a weapon in his hand after the other officer had 
taken Mr. Secord’s gun?  
Mitchell: No, he did not, but he could have pulled one at any moment. 
 
Crown: But he didn’t pull a second weapon, did he, Officer Mitchell? 
Mitchell: No, he did not. 
 
Crown: In fact, your search, after having shot Mr. Secord 15 times, revealed that he 
had no other weapons on him, only the one handgun which Officer Duford had taken 
possession of during the altercation, is that not correct? 
Mitchell: That is correct. 
 
Crown: But you say this man was a threat even though his gun was taken? 
Mitchell: He had a gun and posed a serious, lethal threat. Officer Duford had taken 
possession of the gun only after I had shot my gun. 
 
Crown:  But you kept shooting even after he was disarmed? 
Mitchell:  It happened very quickly and as I stated, there was no way for us to know 
that he didn’t have another weapon on him so he remained a threat.  
 
Crown: That supposed threat was a 35-year-old man with a life and a future that you 
took away from him, Officer Mitchell. Tell me, did you give a full statement at the time 
immediately following the incident? 
Mitchell: No. I gave a partial statement and then later at the station gave a full one. A 
few hours had passed between the initial and the full statement.  
 
Crown: You needed time to think up a good story? 
Mitchell:  No, I was very stressed after the event. I wasn’t in a place to be making a 
formal statement. I needed time to recover first. 
 
Crown: Again, very convenient. On a separate note, Officer Mitchell, during your 
testimony you mention a variety of details that are not evident in the footage from your 
body-worn camera. Specifically, you mention that you heard the suspect shout “it’s not 
over yet” at a bystander, and that other bystanders had the potential to become in harm’s 
way. You also mentioned that you heard your partner shout at you to “shoot him now.” 
Finally, you mentioned that it was hard to see whether I had stopped the threat after you 
had fired at the subject. Is this all correct?  
Mitchell: Yes, it is correct.  
 
Crown: All of these details seem to be missing from the footage captured by your 
body-worn camera. Is it possible that your testimony lacks credibility, considering your 
account of the event doesn’t seem to match perfectly with that video footage?  
Mitchell: I have and can only testify to how I experienced the event regardless of 
what was captured by my body-worn camera.   
Crown: I have no more questions at this time.  





[Rebuttal – Defence] 
 
Defence: Officer Mitchell, you mentioned that Scott Secord presented a threat to your 
fellow officer. Did he present a threat to the public? 
Mitchell: Yes, we were in the parking lot of a convenience store by a gas station. 
There were bystanders in the parking lot who were at risk of being harmed.  
 
Defence: Thank you Officer Mitchell. That will be all.  
 
Note: The following defence testimony will incorporate peripheral limitations of 
BWC (i.e. fixed period of time and view, overlooked perceptual effects of high stress, 
and variations between the human eye and camera footage). These limitations are 
denoted in bold.  
 
PERIPHERAL UNVERIFIABLE DETAILS CONDITION 
 
[The Defence calls their first witness, James Mitchell, to take the stand] 
 
Defence Witness, Officer James Mitchell 
 
 
Defence:  Can you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Mitchell:  My name is James Mitchell. I am a Sergeant with the Samton Police 
Service. I have been an officer for 5 years.  
 
Defence:   I’d like you to think back to the evening of April 12th, 2014. Would you 
please tell the court what happened? 
Mitchell:   I had received a call about a possible armed suspect hanging outside of the 
Texaco on McCarthy Street. I was given his description and told he had been loitering 
and acting suspiciously with a car running in the parking lot. He had been identified as 
Mr. Scott Secord.  I knew we had to proceed with caution as he was known to us from a 
previous encounter that had turned violent and he had been armed. I was told to locate 
Mr. Secord, back up the other officer arriving at the scene, search him for a weapon, and 
bring him in for questioning.  
 
Defence:  Why did you think Mr. Secord was armed? 
Mitchell:  I didn’t know for sure, but due to the content of the dispatch message, I 
believe it was a concern that he might be considering robbing the store and therefore 
might be armed. We’re trained as officers to be prepared for the worst. I saw him in the 
parking lot, stopped my cruiser, and got out of it. I heard some uninterpretable 
shouting in the distance. I then began recording and approached him.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? If you could please read based on your incident 
report which you had to file after the incident? 
Mitchell:   Based on what I had written in my report, Mr. Secord had been standing 




outside the store in a parking lot that had 3 cars. He was standing by a trashcan, talking to 
two men by a black car. Meanwhile Officer Duford, who was the first officer on the 
scene, told Mr. Secord to come talk to us, where we were standing. Secord kept asking 
what he had done, insisting he was doing nothing. The bystander by the door went inside 
the store. Secord seemed agitated, on edge. He was asked again by Officer Duford to 
come speak to us. He did not comply. I turned my head to the left and saw one of the 
men he was talking to earlier about 20 meters away with another male. I then saw 
him put his hand in his pocket. I warned him to keep his hands out of his pocket. It was 
then that he insisted again he was up to nothing and he pulled up his black hoodie to 
show he was not a threat. That’s when I saw the handgun in the waistband of his jeans. I 
told him he had to put his hands up, to stop. We both warned him to not go near the gun. 
Then Officer Duford approached him. I saw Secord’s left hand moved towards his gun 
and he turned and ran. I drew my gun, ran to offer back up to my fellow officer while 
yelling at Mr. Secord to “stop, drop the gun” I ran to cover my fellow officer. Officer 
Duford and Mr. Secord fell to the ground during the altercation and I saw them wrestling 
for control of Secord’s gun. At one point I saw the barrel of the gun pointed towards 
Officer Duford’s face. I was under extreme stress and thought I heard cars honking 
in the distance. I saw a clear shot and fired once. It was dark outside and I couldn’t 
see if back-up had arrived yet. When Officer Duford was clear, I continued to fire until 
the suspect was no longer a threat.  
 
Defence:   What was your thought process at that time? 
Mitchell:   That Mr. Secord could shoot Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot or along the road. I had to shoot. I couldn’t take the risk of letting him get off 
a shot and possibly kill someone.  
 
Defence:  How many times did you fire? 
Mitchell: Fifteen times.  
 
Defence:  What happened then? 
Mitchell:   He stopped moving. I approached him, weapon still drawn, telling him not 
to move, as did my fellow officer. We handcuffed him, searched him for any other 
weapons and called in paramedics and more officers to come in to attend the downed 
suspect and secure the scene.  
 
Defence:   What happened next? 
Mitchell:   I maintained a secure scene until the other officers arrived. The 
paramedics arrived at the same time. I relinquished the scene to the other officers and 
gave them my statement.  
 
Defence: Just so we are all clear, was Mr. Secord posing a threat at the time you 
decided to fire your weapon?   
Mitchell:  Yes. When I made the decision to fire, the suspect had his gun facing my 
partner, Officer Duford, and was presenting a full-front threat. 
 
Defence:  How do you account for the several shots fired after Officer Duford had 




disarmed Mr. Secord? 
Mitchell:  Between the time that Mr. Secord had the gun and the time I pulled the 
trigger of my gun, he could have shot his gun. It only takes a split-second for everything 
to change – for him to have aimed that gun at Officer Duford, me or someone in the 
parking lot and take a shot. He could have had another weapon on him. We had no way 
of knowing so I continued to fire my weapon. Consistent with my training, I made the 
decision to fire my weapon and continue to fire my weapon because if he fired his first or 
had another weapon on him, he could have seriously injured or killed my partner, me or 
another person.  
 
Defence:  After the incident, what did you learn in the course of the investigation that 
followed about Scott Secord? 
Mitchell:  The investigation team found 18 illegal firearms in his apartment. 
 
Defence: Thank you officer Mitchell. Those are all the questions I have at this time. 
 
Defence: I would like at this time to enter into evidence Exhibit A, the video footage 
of the incident from the body-worn video camera Office Mitchell wore that day which 
clearly backs up Officer Mitchell’s testimony that Mr. Secord was not compliant, had a 
weapon and entered in a deadly match for control of said weapon, resulting in shots fired 
to stop Secord, protect his fellow officer and everyone at that store and gas station that 
night. 
 




Crown: Officer Mitchell, can you confirm that what we just saw was the video 
footage from your police issued body-worn video camera? 
Mitchell: Yes.  
 
Crown: Your account of the incident seems awfully self-serving.    
Mitchell:  I don’t see any of what’s happened as self-serving. I had to fire my 
weapon to protect my partner and myself. My account of the incident is exactly how I 
remember it.  
 
Crown:  So, even though Mr. Secord had turned to run and had never aimed at you 
directly, you still maintain that he could have shot you or someone else?  
Mitchell:  I don’t know. I just know that I saw a threat, and I feared for my life. 
When I fired the shot, Mr. Secord was pointing the gun at Officer Duford.  
 
Crown: Maybe you just want to remember it that way? 
Mitchell:  That is what happened. 
 
Crown: And what about the amount of times you shot him? Was that not excessive? 
Mitchell:  No, it was not. I followed my training. When there is a lethal threat then it 




is reasonable in that situation to use deadly force to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: You say he did not aim directly at you but you shot him fifteen times. Fifteen 
times, Officer Mitchell. Could you not have used your training to wound and disarm the 
young man?  
Mitchell: We are trained to shoot at a person’s core, their centre of mass. We are 
more likely to hit the target and there is a smaller chance of stray bullets that might harm 
others. It is important to stop the threat.  
 
Crown: What threat did Mr. Secord continue to pose when your partner had 
successfully disarmed him? You stated that you continued to shoot as he might have had 
another weapon on him. Did he have a weapon in his hand after the other officer had 
taken Mr. Secord’s gun?  
Mitchell: No, he did not, but he could have pulled one at any moment. 
 
Crown: But he didn’t pull a second weapon, did he, Officer Mitchell? 
Mitchell: No, he did not. 
 
Crown: In fact, your search, after having shot Mr. Secord 15 times, revealed that he 
had no other weapons on him, only the one handgun which Officer Duford had taken 
possession of during the altercation, is that not correct? 
Mitchell: That is correct. 
 
Crown: But you say this man was a threat even though his gun was taken? 
Mitchell: He had a gun and posed a serious, lethal threat. Officer Duford had taken 
possession of the gun only after I had shot my gun. 
 
Crown:  But you kept shooting even after he was disarmed? 
Mitchell:  It happened very quickly and as I stated, there was no way for us to know 
that he didn’t have another weapon on him so he remained a threat.  
 
Crown: That supposed threat was a 35-year-old man with a life and a future that you 
took away from him, Officer Mitchell. Tell me, did you give a full statement at the time 
immediately following the incident? 
Mitchell: No. I gave a partial statement and then later at the station gave a full one. A 
few hours had passed between the initial and the full statement.  
 
Crown: You needed time to think up a good story? 
Mitchell:  No, I was very stressed after the event. I wasn’t in a place to be making a 
formal statement. I needed time to recover first. 
Crown: Again, very convenient. On a separate note Officer Mitchell, during your 
testimony you mention a variety of details that are not evident in the footage from your 
body-worn camera. Specifically, you mention that you heard shouting, and that you saw 
bystanders were standing at a distance. You also mentioned that you heard cars honking. 
Finally, you mentioned that it was hard to see whether back-up had arrived. Is this all 
correct?  




Mitchell: Yes, it is correct. 
 
Crown: All of these details seem to be missing from the footage captured by your 
body-worn camera. Is it possible that your testimony lacks credibility, considering your 
account of the event doesn’t seem to match perfectly with that video footage?  
Mitchell: I have and can only testify to how I experienced the event regardless of 
what was captured by my body-worn camera.   
Crown: I have no more questions at this time.  
 
 
[Rebuttal – Defence] 
 
Defence: Officer Mitchell, you mentioned that Scott Secord presented a threat to your 
fellow officer. Did he present a threat to the public? 
Mitchell: Yes, we were in the parking lot of a convenience store by a gas station. 
There were bystanders by the road who could have become in harm’s way had the 
altercation moved closer.  
 
Defence: Thank you Officer Mitchell. That will be all.  
 
 
[The Defence calls their second witness, David Duford, to take the stand] 
 
Defence Witness, Officer David Duford 
 
Defence:  Could you please introduce yourself to the court? 
Duford:  My name is David Duford.  
 
Defence:  Could you please tell the court your profession and how long you have 
served in that profession? 
Duford:  I am a sergeant with Samton Police Service and have been an officer for 8 
years. 
 
Defence:  Could you tell us what happened that evening? 
Duford:  I received a call from dispatch about a suspicious person at the Texaco. I 
arrived there at 10:04 pm. My backup, Officer Mitchell, arrived a few moments later. I 
asked the man fitting the description provided to us by dispatch to come over and speak 
to us, he kept not complying. When he put a hand in his pocket, Officer Mitchell told him 
to keep his hands out of his pocket, but then he flipped up his hoodie to show he had 
nothing to hide, which is when we both saw the handgun in his waistband. Officer 
Mitchell told him not to touch the gun. I saw the suspect edging to run and moved to 
intercept. He turned and ran and I tackled him. Punches were exchanged, we fell to the 
ground and he had his gun out. I grabbed his hands and the gun to stop him. At one point 
the gun was turned towards me. I was able to wrest the gun away from him and started to 
stand back when the first shot rang out and as I backed away from the suspect, Officer 
Mitchell continued to shoot and I shot the gun in my hand, Mr. Secord’s gun, shooting 




twice at him, before discarding it and pulling out my own handgun.  
 
Defence: You had disarmed him, so why would Sgt. Mitchell shoot? 
Duford:  We are trained for worst case scenarios. He had not complied to a search, he 
had pointed his gun at me to shoot, and we had no way of knowing if he had another 
weapon concealed on him. He had to act in the best interest of public safety. 
 




Crown:  You say Mr. Secord could have had another weapon, but the reality is that 
he had no such weapon on him, did he?  
Duford: After the search, we found out that he had no other weapon on his person.   
 
Crown: In fact, he had no weapon pointed at you, Officer Mitchell or anyone else at 
the time he was shot by Officer Mitchell, correct? 
Duford: These situations can go wrong very quickly in terms of loss of life so we had 
to act on unsupported in the video footage, not sure if it should be kept in. the worst-case 
scenario that he may have had another weapon. He had already threatened my life by 
pointing his weapon at me. If was Officer Mitchell’s quick actions that helped save my 
life.  
 
Crown: But we have no proof of that, now do we Officer Duford? You have no proof 
except the accused’s testimony that he saw the gun pointed at you during the altercation 
you yourself had instigated.  Then Mitchell followed your lead and shot a man who had 
not acted as a threat in any way to you or anyone else that night. 
Duford: I don’t know what you’re talking about. I responded to the threat Mr. Secord 
represented and Officer Mitchell did the same.  
 
Crown: That will be all, Officer Duford. 
 
 
Note: Half of the participants in each of the three preceding conditions will be 
exposed to expert testimony and half will not. The expert testimony will address 
limitations of BWC (i.e. fixed period of time and view, overlooked perceptual effects 
of high stress, and variations between the human eye and camera footage). 
the testimony addresses 4 main limitations to BWC footage and the list them 
 
EXPERT TESTIMONY MANIPULATION 
 
[The Defence calls their third witness, Carl Hudson, to take the stand] 
 
Defence Witness, Dr. Carl Hudson 
 
 




Defence:  Could you please state your name and credentials for the jury? 
Hudson:   Certainly. My name is Dr. Carl Hudson. I have a Ph.D. in Psychology, 
specializing in Police Body-Worn Cameras otherwise known as BWC. I have been 
studying police lethal encounters, BWC footage, and effects of wearing a BWC for over 
25 years. My work has been published in several peer-reviewed journals.  
 
Defence:  Dr. Hudson, has your research dealt specifically with BWC footage of 
officer involved shootings?  
Hudson:  Yes.  
 
Defence:  What is the overall goal of this research?  
Hudson:  To ensure the availability of scientific principles to better and more 
accurately understand the limitations and advantages of BWC footage. It is very 
important not to jump to conclusions without this kind of information. My research has 
uncovered several types of incident recordings that seem straightforward at first glance, 
but that scientific experiments have revealed to be much more complex in reality.  
 
Defence:  So, to be clear. You’re not saying that every recorded incident has an 
innocent explanation behind it. 
Hudson:  That’s right; I am not saying that every officer related shooting is 
excusable. I’m only saying that we need to consider the full range of facts regarding the 
use of BWC, and that my research helps to uncover that.  
 
Defence:  Could you briefly summarize the findings of your research? 
Hudson:  Yes. My research has shown that though there are some advantages to 
wearing BWC, there are also many overlooked limitations. I have been involved in 
numerous studies examining the technological limitations of the camera such as its fixed 
range of time and view, as well as limitations regarding its positioning and disregard for 
direction of gaze. I have also examined more biological limitations of BWC as it relates 
to effects of critical incident stress, such as tunnel vision and diminished sound, as well 
as discrepancies between the human eye and camera captured data.  
 
Defence:  You study the impact of dangerous use of force encounters faced by police 
wearing body-worn cameras. What does your research suggest about the limitations of 
body-worn cameras? 
Hudson:  
My research has suggested a variety of limitations of BWCs. For instance, the 
technology’s fixed range of view and fixed period of time, has suggested problematic by 
neglecting information preceding and following the event. Another contribution to 
missing context in BWC footage is the position of the camera as it remains forward 
facing, while real human experiences can be impacted from all angles. My research has 
also noted the effects that high levels of stress can have on officer perceptions which, 
cannot be perceived through body-worn camera footage. Lastly, another noted limitation 
relates to variations between camera quality footage and imagery seen by the human eye. 
 
Defence: Can you speak a little more in depth about the issues of timing and 




positioning of the camera?  
Hudson: Yes. My research has pointed out that while BWC can be a useful tool in 
providing insight about policing events, no camera can capture every detail of an 
investigation. The footage recorded from these cameras is just a report about a fixed 
range of view, and a fixed period of time discounting officer perceptions and 
observations. BWC are able to attain data from up to 30-seconds prior to when the 
officer hits record without audio, and attach it to the footage recorded, until the officer 
deactivates their BWC. Though the additional 30 seconds are retained, the camera is still 
only capturing a fixed range of time, disregarding potentially important details. In 
addition, the cameras are typically mounted on the officer’s vest and is facing forward, 
and thus recording forward. However, police officers are constantly looking over their 
shoulders. Thus, when the wearer turns their head to look into another direction the 
camera will not follow this view and will not capture what the officer is seeing. Thus, 
BWCs lacks the ability to track the eyes or ears of the officer wearing it. The officer may 
have been looking to one direction, while the camera is recording another. 
 
Defence:  You also mentioned issues related to stress and the human eye. Could you 
speak more to those as well?  
Hudson: Sure. An officer’s physiology is put under immense stress in a use of force 
encounter. This stress can have severe ramifications on the prefrontal cortex, which is 
our thinking/reasoning area of the brain. In short, when we are faced with a stressful and 
life-threatening situation, our brain can be, in layman’s terms, short circuited by our 
physiological reaction, such as adrenal and cortisol levels rising, elevated heart rate, all 
of which can circumvent our reasoning areas of the brain and cause distortions. These 
distortions can include audio hallucinations such as hearing sounds that did not occur 
and tunnel vision, which results in the officer only seeing the immediate threat and not 
being able to see what else is going on around them.  
Lastly, my research has also examined the differences between the human eye and a 
camera. It has been revealed that the rounded cameras used in most BWCs provide a 
range view of 170 degrees, which is approximately 50 degrees larger than what the 
human eye is capable of. The rounded cameras also produce a convex and two-
dimensional report of events, which makes assessing distances more difficult than it 
would be on scene. More technological discrepancies include that body-worn cameras 
capture images more clearly in low light than the human eye. Thus, certain objects and 
movements may be visible when viewing the BWC footage, however, may not have been 
visible to the officer in the event. Again, these are only a few of the discrepancies between 
BWC and the human eye that are important to take into consideration while judging 
BWC evidence. 
 
Defence: So, body-worn camera footages are not exact depictions of an interaction? 
Hudson: In all my years of research with police officers, I have yet to see a footage 
from a body-worn camera that fully captures the entirety of the event as well as the 
perceptions of the officer on scene. It is important to remember that police officers are 
human beings, not machines. No one is capable of experiencing a potentially life-
threatening incident as fixed as the recordings from a piece of technology would depict. 
 




Defence:  Do other researchers’ findings support your conclusions? 
Hudson:  Yes. My research is consistent with what has previously been demonstrated 
regarding the limitations of fixed range or time and view, camera positioning, high levels 
of stress, and differences between the human eye and body-worn cameras.  
 




Crown:  Your research comes in awfully handy for police officers who have broken 
the law, wouldn’t you say? 
Hudson:  My research has been conducted in an unbiased way and has been through 
a rigorous peer review process. The science speaks for itself. 
 
Crown:  The science? Don’t you start out with something you want to prove, and 
then just do whatever is needed to show that your prediction is right? 
Hudson:  Well I wouldn’t say we ever really ‘prove’ anything, nor are we trying to. 
All we’re doing is conducting scientific experiments that are based on probabilities. They 
are a best guess as to what’s going on in the real world, but in a controlled setting. 
 
Crown:  So each researcher ‘controls’ their own experiment, then? 
Hudson:  We employ both experimental and statistical controls. Again, we try to do 
this without any biases. We are simply testing a set of hypotheses that are informed by 
other research in the field. 
 
Crown:  So, unlike the hard sciences, your experiment is quite subjective? 
Hudson:  Like any other science, we test hypotheses based on sound theory. 
 
Crown:  Is there a lot of consensus about your findings?  
Hudson:  Yes, other researchers have reported findings that are similar to what I’ve 
found in my research.  
 
Crown:  Have your findings ever been contested? 
Hudson:  As I said, my work has been through a strict peer review process, which 
means that other researchers have evaluated it in terms of the experimental design, 
rationale, and its contribution to the field. 
 
Crown:  Have you testified in this type of case before? 
Hudson: Yes. I have given testimony in other cases involving controversial 
shootings. 
 
Crown:  But, have you ever testified for the Crown? 
Hudson: No, I have not. I primarily work with police officers who are accused of 
excessive use of force. 
 
Crown: Some might even think of you as a professional witness. Didn’t you say, 




earlier, that your research is unbiased? 
Hudson: Yes, my research is unbiased. I am not a professional witness. I would 
never suggest that all officers are innocent of wrongdoing in fatal shootings. Just as there 
are some bad officers, there are some bad shootings. But part of our goal is to help 
investigators and prosecutors understand that what appears controversial often is not, 
when judged in light of scientific principles.  
 
Crown:  So you wouldn’t say that your opinion is for sale? 
Hudson: No. All I want to do is allow for a better understanding of use of force 
situations. Some shooting situations are simply unavoidable. Also, in many situations, 
cover just isn’t available and deadly force is the only option. 
 
Crown: One last question Dr. Hudson. You mentioned all types of limitations that a 
body-worn camera can have. However, in the face of an officer’s testimony being 
inaccurate, is it not also a possibility that the officer is lying about details not captured by 
their body-cams? Covering their tracks? In other words, are the issues regarding body-
worn cameras, as you mentioned, the only possible explanation for an officer having 
unsupported testimony by their video evidence?  
Hudson: I can only speak to my area of research, which is police body-worn cameras. 
In these types of incidents, many details of the event can be witnessed by the officers but 
not captured in their recordings, which could very well explain unsupported details in an 
officer’s testimony following event.  
 
Crown: I have no further questions. 
 
 
Note: All groups will see the closing remarks. Bold font, however, denotes a 






Crown Closing Statement: The rule of law prohibits any officer from shooting a 
fleeing suspect unnecessarily. The law is clear on this point, ladies and gentlemen. You 
have heard testimony from the two witnesses that Scott Secord did not pose a threat and 
was shot excessively when he could have been wounded instead and alive today. Did he 
have a weapon in his possession that was restricted? Yes. Did he use it? No. The Defence 
wants you to believe that the victim posed a terrible threat to a fellow officer who has no 
real evidence to back up their claim that he threatened anyone. Scott Secord has been an 
upstanding citizen with a job, an education, trying to turn his life around. He had a 
weapon that he never used, never touched when the officers attacked him. He did not 
deserve to be shot, let alone shot fifteen times. He did not deserve to die there in that 
parking lot without having acted in a hostile way to anyone, let alone posing a threat in 
any way that would have called for such an excessive lethal action on the part of Officer 
Mitchell. There is just no way. On top of that, Officer Mitchell lied during his testimony. 




You saw the video evidence from his own police issued video camera, which 
contradicted parts of his testimony. He made statements about what happened and those 
were lies. The simplest explanation here is that Officer Mitchell shot down a person of 
interest unreasonably and unnecessarily. You heard testimony from two witnesses that 
can attest to that. And then Officer Mitchell lied about aspects of it. Show this officer that 
it is not okay to abuse his power like that, and that officers are not above the law. Do not 
let another officer get away with unnecessary force. Return a verdict of guilty. 
 
Defence’s Closing Statement: Despite what the Crown would have you believe, this 
is not a blanket excuse for police shooting innocent people who are fleeing. The fact is 
that officers put their life on the line for us every day. They are trained to react to things 
differently than you or I. In a life-threatening situation, they sometimes have no choice 
but to act with lethal force. Officer Mitchell’s account of the event has been consistent. 
He has told the court in detail about the incident, and there is no reason to dispute what 
he has said. He had to take down a dangerous suspect who did not comply with his and 
his fellow officer’s instructions. You heard testimony that he warned Mr. Secord to not 
touch the gun. Instead of listening, Mr. Secord attempted to flee with his hand moving 
toward the gun. This ended up in a dangerous close up use of force situation with Officer 
Duford wrestling Mr. Secord to gain control of the gun to save his own life, let alone that 
of everyone there. Mr. Secord pointed his gun at Officer Duford, and on seeing that, 
Officer Mitchell took actions that were necessary and within reason. Any details in the 
officer’s testimony which are not supported by the video footage are simply a matter of 
limitations surrounding body-worn cameras; limited fields of view and time frame, 
quality of camera footage in comparison to the human eye, and a lack of accountability 
for the effects of high stress on human perceptions of an event, which you heard is 
possible from an expert in the field of police psychology. Officer Mitchell followed his 
training and used the amount of force that was necessary to protect himself and others 
and stop Scott Secord from using his gun to shoot Officer Duford or anyone else. Officer 
Mitchell did his job and saved lives because of his actions that day; do not punish him for 
that. Return a verdict of not guilty. 
 
Crown Rebuttal: Nobody is saying Officer Mitchell went into work that day 
planning to shoot someone. However, he violated his own rules. This is just another 
example of an officer using excessive force when the situation did not warrant it. Yes, the 
police put their lives on the line, and have great responsibility. Therefore, we need to hold 
their behaviour to a very high standard. You can hold Officer Mitchell accountable for 
his actions, by returning a verdict of guilty.  
 
[Reading of the law] 
 
Judge: Members of the jury, you have heard the testimony from a number of 
witnesses. It is now my responsibility to provide you with the law. 
Presumption of Innocence: 
[1] Every person charged with an offence is presumed to be innocent, unless and until 
the Crown has proved his/her guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 
[2] The indictment tells you and James Mitchell what offence the Crown alleges 




against James Mitchell. The charge is not evidence. It is not proof of guilt. 
[3] The presumption of innocence lasts throughout the trial. This presumption only 
ceases to apply if, at the end of the case and on the whole of the evidence, the Crown has 
proved beyond a reasonable doubt that James Mitchell is guilty of the crime charged. 
Burden of Proof: 
[1] The person charged does not have to present evidence or prove anything in this 
case, in particular, that he is innocent of the offence charged. 
[2] From start to finish, it is the Crown who must prove the guilt of James Mitchell 
beyond a reasonable doubt. You must find James Mitchell not guilty of the offence unless 
the Crown proves beyond a reasonable doubt that he is guilty of it. 
Judge: I will remind you that Officer Mitchell is charged with second degree murder. 
 
229. Culpable homicide is murder 
(a) where the person who causes the death of a human being 
(i) means to cause his death, or 
(ii) means to cause him bodily harm that he knows is likely to cause his death, and is 
reckless whether death ensues or not; 
(b) where a person, meaning to cause death to a human being or meaning to cause 
him bodily harm that he knows is likely to cause his death, and being reckless whether 
death ensues or not, by accident or mistake causes death to another human being, 
notwithstanding that he does not mean to cause death or bodily harm to that human 
being; or 
(c) where a person, for an unlawful object, does anything that he knows or ought to 
know is likely to cause death, and thereby causes death to a human being, 
notwithstanding that he desires to effect his object without causing death or bodily 
harm to any human being. 
 
231. (1) Murder is first degree murder or second degree murder. 
(2) Murder is first degree murder when it is planned and deliberate. 
(7) All murder that is not first degree murder is second degree murder. 
 
Punishment:  
235. (1) Everyone who commits first degree murder or second degree murder is guilty 
of an indictable offence and shall be sentenced to imprisonment for life. 
 
Judge: What you must decide is if Officer Mitchell is not guilty of second degree 
murder due to using reasonable use of force. Reasonable use of force under the law is 
described as the following: 
 
25. (1) Everyone who is required or authorized by law to do anything in the 
administration or enforcement of the law 
o (a) as a private person, 
o (b) as a peace officer or public officer, 
o (c) in aid of a peace officer or public officer, or 
o (d) by virtue of his office, 
is, if he acts on reasonable grounds, justified in doing what he is required or 




authorized to do and in using as much force as is necessary for that purpose. 
 
(3) Subject to subsections (4) and (5), a person is not justified for the purposes of 
subsection (1) in using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily 
harm unless the person believes on reasonable grounds that it is necessary for the self-
preservation of the person or the preservation of any one under that person’s protection 
from death or grievous bodily harm. 
 
(4) A peace officer, and every person lawfully assisting the peace officer, is justified 
in using force that is intended or is likely to cause death or grievous bodily harm to a 
person to be arrested, if 
o (a) the peace officer is proceeding lawfully to arrest, with or without 
warrant, the person to be arrested; 
o (b) the offence for which the person is to be arrested is one for which that 
person may be arrested without warrant; 
o (c) the person to be arrested takes flight to avoid arrest; 
o (d) the peace officer or other person using the force believes on reasonable 
grounds that the force is necessary for the purpose of protecting the peace 
officer, the person lawfully assisting the peace officer or any other person 
from imminent or future death or grievous bodily harm; and 
o (e) the flight cannot be prevented by reasonable means in a less violent 
manner. 
 





Ratings of guilt and trustworthiness 
 
Please answer the following questions based on the above trial transcript: 
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please respond to the following items with regards to the second-
degree murder charge against the defendant. 
 
1. How do you find the defendant, James Mitchell?  
GUILTY ________ 
NOT GUILTY ________ 
 
2. Please provide a reason for your verdict: ___________________________________ 
 
3. Second degree murder is punishable for a 25-year custodial sentence. However, the 
accused may be eligible for parole between 10 and 25 years of that sentence. If it 
were up to you, when would you consider the defendant to be eligible for parole, at 
the minimum of 10 years or maximum punishment of no parole up to 25 years? 
Please choose which range, if any, you think that defendant should serve in custody 
before being eligible for parole. can be punished with imprisonment of 4 years or up 
to a life sentence.  What (if any) punishment do you believe the defendant deserves?   
 
 0    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9    10 
No punishment                       Maximum punishment 
 
4. To what degree do you feel Officer James Mitchell is guilty? Chose a number 
between 1 to 100 where 1 equals not guilty at all and 100 completely guilty: _______ 
 
 
5. How important was the body-worn video evidence to your verdict decision? 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all important         somewhat important             extremely important 
 
6. How credible was the body-worn video evidence? 
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all important         somewhat important             extremely important 
 
 
7. How trustworthy is the defendant, Officer Mitchell?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     




Not at all trustworthy           somewhat trustworthy               extremely 
trustworthy 
 
8. How credible is the defendant, Officer Mitchell?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible           somewhat credible               extremely credible 
 
9. How persuasive is the defendant, Officer Mitchell?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive           somewhat persuasive               extremely 
persuasive 
 
10. How trustworthy is the Crown attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy       somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 
 
11. How credible is the Crown attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible           somewhat credible               extremely credible 
 
12. How persuasive is the Crown attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive       somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
13. How trustworthy is the Defence attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy        somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 
 
14. How credible is the Defence attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 
15. How persuasive is the Defence attorney?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
16. How trustworthy is the witness, Officer Duford, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy        somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 





17. How credible is the witness, Officer Duford, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 
18. How persuasive is the witness, Officer Duford, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
19. How trustworthy is the witness, Steve Coleman, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy        somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 
 
20. How credible is the witness, Steve Coleman, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 
21. How persuasive is the witness, Steve Coleman, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
22. How trustworthy is the witness, Eric Lalonde, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy        somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 
 
23. How credible is the witness, Eric Lalonde, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 
24. How persuasive is the witness, Eric Lalonde, the other police officer at the scene?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
Note: Only those who receive the manipulation of expert testimony will be asked 
the following questions. 
 
25. How trustworthy is Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all trustworthy        somewhat trustworthy          extremely trustworthy 
 




26. How credible is Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness?   
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all credible             somewhat credible       extremely credible 
 
27. How persuasive is Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all persuasive        somewhat persuasive          extremely persuasive 
 
28. How important was the testimony of Dr. Carl Hudson, the expert witness, to your 
verdict decision?   
 
     1          2             3            4             5               6          7     
Not at all important         somewhat important             extremely important 
 





Manipulation Check Questions 
 
1. Where did the incident take place? 
a) at a recreational centre parking lot 
b) at a church parking lot 
c) at a convenience store parking lot 
d) at a mall parking lot 
 
2. What did the suspect have on him that concerned the police? 
a) a comb 
b) a gun 
c) a knife 
d) a cellphone 
 
3. Why were the police called? 
a) a woman said she was threatened, and the guy was waiting for her outside 
b) a girlfriend called because her boyfriend threatened her in public 
c) a man was loitering outside of the convenience store 
d) a guy started a fight 
 
4. In the transcript, did the expert witness say: 
a) There was no expert in my transcript 
b) That police do not receive enough training 
c) That police can suffer perceptual distortions, like tunnel vision, in high stress 
encounters 
d) That police need to report their use of force behaviour immediately following an 
incident  
 
5. Were there details in the defendant’s testimony that could not be verified by 
his body worn camera footage? 
a) Yes, there were details in the defendant’s testimony that were not verified by his 
body worn camera footage  
b) No, there were no differences between the defendant’s testimony and his body 
worn camera footage  
 
 





Debriefing Form  
We would like to thank you for participating in this study. Your time and effort is 
greatly appreciated! To reiterate, the purpose of this study was to engage community 
members in an examination of their decision making when an officer is accused in a 
criminal trial case regarding a use of force incident. We would like to remind you that 
your information will remain confidential and submitted responses cannot be deleted (due 
to the anonymous nature of the participation). 
 
Background on the video: Although the trial is fictitious, the video was from a real 
police use of force incident. The incident occurred in Roy, Utah. The suspect died of the 
gun shot wounds and the officer was not charged in the incident. The internal review 
cleared the shooting as justified. If watching the video made you feel distressed or 
uncomfortable and you would like to speak to someone about your thoughts, you can 
contact various counselling services available at UOIT and in your area. For example, the 
university offers Mental Health Services for students at both campuses 
(studentlifeline@uoit.ca, 1-905-721-3392), Oshawa Psychological and Counselling 
Services offers short-term psychological and counselling services free for UOIT students, 
Aspiria offers a 24/7 Student Assistance Program free for UOIT students, and there are 
numerous 24-hour telephone help line resources available, such as Good2Talk (1-866-
925-5454). 
 
Research personnel: The following people are involved in this research project and 
may be contacted at any time: angina Wardak (Masters Student, 
Rangina.Wardak@uoit.ca) and Dr. Karla Emeno (Faculty Supervisor, 
Karla.Emeno@uoit.ca or 905-721-8668 x 5972). 
 
Concerns: Any questions regarding your rights as a participant, complaints, or 
adverse events may be addressed to the Ontario Tech University Research Ethics Board 
through the Research Ethics Coordinator at researchethics@uoit.ca or 905-721-8668 x 
3693. 
 
This study has been approved by the Ontario Tech University Research Ethics Board 
(REB #15507 on November 18, 2019. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study! 
 
 
 
 
